A Review of the Impact from Providing Formative Feedback through the Implementation of Writer's Notebook: Experiences of Middle Level Teachers by Katona, Mary Merlo
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
A REVIEW OF THE IMPACT FROM PROVIDING FORMATIVE FEEDBACK  
THROUGH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF WRITER’S NOTEBOOK: 
EXPERIENCES OF MIDDLE LEVEL TEACHERS 
A Dissertation  
Submitted to the Faculty of  
Drexel University  
by  
Mary Merlo Katona 
in partial fulfillment of 
the requirements for the degree  
of 
Doctor of Education 
Field of Educational Leadership and Management 
December 2015 
 
 
  
COPYRIGHT PAGE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
@Copyright 2016 
Mary Merlo Katona 2016. All Rights Reserved. 
ii 
 
DEDICATIONS 
This dissertation is dedicated with great appreciation to all my family, friends, 
colleagues, and university faculty who demonstrated unwavering confidence in and support of 
me as I worked through this process.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
iii 
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
  I have to begin by acknowledging my dissertation committee members for the 
confidence they showed in me and their support in guiding me throughout this study. From my 
chairperson, Dr. Lori Severino, to Dr. Kristen Betts and Dr. Jolene Borgese, each member 
assisted and encouraged me in different ways.  
Dr. Severino especially helped me grow in my understanding of quantitative research and 
analysis while Dr. Betts regularly provided invaluable examples and pushed me to go beyond 
often self-imposed limits. Dr. Borgese assisted me in remaining focused on my goal and was 
consistently reassuring. 
I am also grateful to the teachers who participated in this study and to their commitment 
to their students and their profession. This work could not have happened without them and their 
willingness to openly share their experiences and to offer meaningful insights. Such 
professionals inspire me every day.  
Finally, and most importantly, I could not have succeeded in this effort without the 
regular support and encouragement I received from my family and friends. In particular, to my 
husband, Joe—thank you for believing in me and urging me on always. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
iv 
 
Table of Contents 
LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................................ vii 
LIST OF FIGURES ..................................................................................................................... viii 
ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................................... ix 
1. INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH ..................................................................................1 
1.1 Introduction to the Problem .......................................................................................................1 
1.2 Statement of the Problem ...........................................................................................................6 
1.3 Purpose and Significance of the Problem ..................................................................................8 
1.4 Research Questions ....................................................................................................................9 
1.5 The Conceptual Framework .......................................................................................................9 
1.6 Definition of Terms..................................................................................................................15 
1.7 Assumptions and Limitations ..................................................................................................18 
1.8 Summary ..................................................................................................................................19 
2. THE LITERATURE REVIEW..................................................................................................21 
2.1 Introduction ..............................................................................................................................21 
2.2 Literature Review.....................................................................................................................24 
2.3 Summary ..................................................................................................................................56 
3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY...............................................................................................58 
3.1 Introduction ..............................................................................................................................58 
3.2 Research Design and Rationale ...............................................................................................60 
3.3 Site and Population ..................................................................................................................62 
3.4 Research Methods ....................................................................................................................65 
3.5 Ethical Considerations .............................................................................................................73 
v 
 
3.6 Summary ..................................................................................................................................75 
4. FINDINGS, RESULTS, & INTERPRETATIONS ...................................................................76 
4.1Introduction ...............................................................................................................................76 
4.2 Findings....................................................................................................................................79 
4.2.1 Quantitative Results ..............................................................................................................79 
4.2.2 Qualitative Results ................................................................................................................89 
4.3 Results and Interpretations .....................................................................................................113 
4.4 Summary ................................................................................................................................117 
5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ..................................................................119 
5.1 Introduction ............................................................................................................................119 
5.2 Conclusions ............................................................................................................................121 
5.3 Recommendations ..................................................................................................................129  
5.4 Summary ................................................................................................................................132 
LIST OF REFERENCES .............................................................................................................133 
APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL (INITIAL) .............................................................140 
APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW: IDENTIFYING SUPPORT NEEDS ..........................................142 
APPENDIX C: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL (FINAL) ................................................................144 
APPENDIX D: PROTOCOL FOR CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS .....................................146 
APPENDIX E: PROTOCOL FOR REVIEWING TEACHER FEEDBACK .............................147 
APPENDIX F: TEACHER SURVEY .........................................................................................148 
APPENDIX G: PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM ..................................................................150  
APENNDIX H: LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENT FOR SITE ACCESS ...............................151 
APPENDIX I: WRITING PROMPT, SEPTEMBER 2014 .........................................................152 
vi 
 
APPENDIX J: WRITING PROMPT, JANUARY 2015 .............................................................153 
APPENDIX K: WRITING ASSESSMENT DOMAIN SCORING GUIDE ..............................154 
vii 
 
List of Tables 
1.  Data Collection Methods in Relationship to Participant Selection ...........................................66 
2.  Participants across Variations of Writer’s Notebook Implementation .....................................78 
3.  Significance in Pre and Post Survey Statements—Factors 1 and 2 ..........................................81 
4.  Student Subgroup Frequencies and Percentages throughout Seventh Grade and for Individual 
Teachers .........................................................................................................................................84 
 
5.  Changes in Mean Score per Domain in On-demand Writing Assessments between September 
2014 and January 2015 ..................................................................................................................85 
 
6.  Participant References that Contribute to Research Question 1 ...............................................91 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
viii 
 
List of Figures 
1. Conceptual Framework for Implementing Writer’s Notebook ..................................................10 
2. Over Time On-demand Writing Assessment Results in Focus per Assigned Teacher ..............86 
 
3. Over Time On-demand Writing Assessment Results in Style per Assigned Teacher ...............87 
 
4. Over Time On-demand Writing Assessment Results in Conventions per Assigned Teacher ...88 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ix 
 
Abstract 
A Review of the Impact from Providing Formative Feedback  
Through the Implementation of Writer’s Notebook: 
Experiences of Middle Level Teachers 
Mary Merlo Katona 
  
The purpose of this dissertation was to examine ways in which middle level teachers who 
implement writer’s notebook at a full, partial, or limited level identify the impact of the 
way they use writer’s notebook, provide formative feedback to students about their 
writing, and associate these practices with more effective teaching of writing. Three main 
research questions drove this study: How do teachers perceive writer’s notebook as 
impacting the culture of how writing is instructed? Do practices related to providing 
feedback change over the course of implementing writer’s notebook? Do district writing 
assessment results in January 2015 demonstrate a significant change from student scores 
in September 2014?  Within this last question, the researcher also considered changes 
across each teacher’s classes. The researcher used quantitative and qualitative methods to 
investigate these questions. A pre and post survey and an analysis of student results on a 
district writing assessment at two points in the school year comprised the two quantitative 
research methods. The qualitative methods included interviews at three points during the 
data collection, observations of teachers’ classes, and the collection of samples of teacher 
feedback on student writing. Conclusive findings related to each of the research questions 
varied regarding the impact of writer’s notebook and formative feedback. During 
interviews, participants often expressed ideas related to perceiving a shift in teaching 
writing, especially in terms of modeling, using mentor text, and having students revise 
their writing. While there were statistically significant differences in certain writing 
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domains on the assessments, a relationship between those differences and the use of 
writer’s notebook and formative feedback was not conclusive. Essentially, findings about 
changes in practices for providing feedback could not be established. Overall, using 
writer’s notebook may most notably shift perceptions about how writing should be 
instructed, while additional studies should be conducted to further investigate its impact 
on student achievement. More studies are also needed to make determinations about 
changes in teachers’ feedback on student writing. Studies conducted throughout a full 
year or two could yield more conclusive results. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Research 
Introduction to the Problem 
 
The Pennsylvania Department of Education (2014) implemented new standards 
which all students in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania are now required to meet. 
Known as the Pennsylvania Core Standards (PACS), the standards for English Language 
Arts encompass ideas related to literacy and reading skills that can be exhibited through 
writing. This study focused on achieving these standards through the instructional 
strategy of using writer’s notebook with middle level students, the corresponding 
formative feedback teachers can provide through using this strategy, and the impact the 
strategy has on the teachers’ writing instruction and its potential to improve students’ 
writing. Moreover, this study sought to provide insight for best practices that extend 
beyond process writing and direct instruction of particular skills. 
To conduct this study, three seventh grade English teachers and a gifted and 
literacy support teacher from a specific school district in Pennsylvania participated. The 
three English teachers were primarily responsible for developing students’ writing skills, 
although they used literature and poetry as tools in accomplishing this task. The fourth 
teacher not only instructed students identified as “gifted”, but also provided reading 
support in other teachers’ classrooms, especially teachers with special education students.  
Entering the study, these four teachers had various experiences with implementing 
writer’s notebook.  
In order to provide an overview of how to use writer’s notebook and provide 
formative feedback, an educator from another school district, with expertise in 
implementing writer’s notebook, conducted a workshop for middle level teachers 
regarding effective ways to use writer’s notebook in their English and reading 
2 
 
classrooms. Particular points of emphasis included having students write in the notebook 
every day, although not necessarily in the same way each day; and using mentor text to 
model writing strategies and modes that students could imitate. Additionally, the 
workshop stressed that teachers refrain from writing directly in the students’ notebooks 
and provide formative feedback. That is, rather than simply assigning a grade or 
informing students what aspects of their writing needed correction, the teachers were 
instructed to comment on students’ writing and ask questions for the purpose of helping 
them reflect in constructive ways so they could think more deeply about their learning.  
A semi-structured interview with teacher participants at the beginning of the study 
provided general information about their backgrounds in teaching writing, their greatest 
challenges and successes, and their expectations and apprehensions about implementing 
writer’s notebook as outlined. Midway through the study, the researcher conducted a 
second interview with the participating teachers, but this time for the purpose of 
identifying additional professional development needs. Although the researcher did not 
have the opportunity to provide additional formal professional development during the 
study, she used information from the second interview to help guide teachers when 
meeting with them.  The study concluded with the participants engaging in a final 
interview regarding their experience with the instructional practice. Throughout the 
study, the researcher conducted observations of the teachers during their instruction and 
collected samples of feedback from the teachers. Another method of collecting data was 
through surveys conducted at the beginning and end of the study that asked about 
instructional practices for writing.  Finally, the researcher reviewed the student results 
from an initial administration of a district on-demand writing assessment in September 
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2014 with one given in January 2015, and she compared results from all seventh grade 
students. 
Although this study occurred in a single district, it was prompted by general 
observations surrounding writing in the K-12 system over the past decade. A focus on 
standardized testing during this timeframe contrasts with a call for 21st century skills, 
generating a renewed interest in the quality of writing instruction and students’ writing 
proficiency. Among the necessary 21st century skills, The Partnership for 21st Century 
Skills (2007) identifies “Learning and Innovation Skills” or “the 4 C’s--- collaboration, 
communication, critical thinking, and creativity” as those skills students will need to be 
successful. A study from Rogers and Graham (2008) yields several recommendations for 
writing instruction, and develops implications for the connections between writing and 
other critical 21st century skills, while other studies (Graham, Gillespie, and McKeown, 
2013; Kern, Andre, Schilke, Barton, and McGuire, 2003; Zumbrunn and Krause, 2012) 
ultimately conclude that one essential practice to improving students’ writing skills is to 
have them write every day.  
Graham, MacArthur, and Fitzgerald (2013) associated writing with thinking, 
suggesting “that the capacity to lay out one’s thinking in a clear, organized, and 
compelling fashion is an essential tool for thinking and for communication. Effective and 
efficient formative assessment is a critical requisite for achieving this goal” (pp. 373-
374). The importance surrounding the connection between teacher feedback and student 
writing is also evident in a study from Patthey-Chavez, Matsumura, and Valdes (2004) 
who found that when the focus of the feedback was content rather than “surface features” 
students produced work of higher quality. The authors defined “surface-level feedback” 
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as that which focused on “all edits that pertained to grammar, punctuation, spelling, or 
format” while “content feedback included comments to delete, reorganize, or add 
information, as well as questions intended to challenge students’ thinking” (p. 467).   
Overall, research has produced studies that consider the writing process and that 
identify ways to address writing with isolated groups of students, such as struggling 
writers, young writers, or talented writers. Research does not, however, reveal many 
studies that speak specifically to improving writing instruction and ultimately, students’ 
skills through the regular use of writer’s notebook as an instructional strategy, along with 
providing formative feedback. A renewed interest in K-12 writing offers the opportunity 
to study how the combination of these practices would transfer to the development of 
writing instruction and student development. 
In addition to the importance of how  the regular use of writer’s notebook could 
impact students, the researcher recognized the use of writer’s notebook as an instructional 
tool that could take teachers through the process of learning to provide formative 
feedback. Such feedback differs from simply pointing out what is wrong with students’ 
writing, thereby helping students become more critical thinkers about their work. As 
Overmeyer (2009) asserts: 
If we do not move away from the way many of us were taught—a paper is 
assigned, and then it is graded—we cannot help our students grow as writers 
because we are taking out the opportunity to learn through practice” (Introduction, 
p. xv).  
Furthermore, according to the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) (2008), 
teachers should give “evidence-based feedback that is linked to the intended instructional 
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outcomes and criteria for success” (p. 4). Contrasting these concepts of formative 
feedback with a more traditional approach of correcting and grading student writing may 
be challenging for teachers, but if students are to become more thoughtful writers, more 
critical thinkers, and better communicators, it is a necessary step. 
The mixed-methods approach to this study considered two quantitative sources 
and three qualitative sources. A pre and post survey of teachers’ writing instruction, 
along with results from student writing assessments at two different points comprised the 
quantitative measures. The qualitative measures included interviews at three different 
points, observations of participants during writing instruction, and a review of feedback 
samples teachers provided students. Each of the interviews was transcribed. Throughout 
this process, the research followed Creswell’s (2013) framework by reading and 
providing memos on the conversation, leading to a narrative analysis. According to 
Merriam (2009), “Narrative analysis uses the stories people tell, analyzing them in 
various ways, to understand the meaning of the experiences as revealed in the stories” (p. 
23). Furthermore, out of this work, the researcher described, classified, and interpreted 
the information before identifying several different themes. The observations and 
samples of feedback to students helped the researcher identify connections between 
teachers’ actions and information from their interviews. Furthermore, all of the 
qualitative measures worked together with the quantitative measures as the researcher 
triangulated the collected data. 
This study can contribute to the field in several ways. The most immediate 
recognizable contributions apply to the teachers’ classrooms. If teachers conclude that 
using the writer’s notebooks and providing formative feedback helps their instruction, 
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and improves students’ writing, they will continue to use the strategies, and students will 
grow in developing their writing skills. Beyond this impact, the study can contribute to 
the particular school district, as the participating teachers’ practices can become 
instructional models for other teachers, including those of other content areas. As such, 
student skills would extend across the curriculum. Finally, the study may contribute on a 
larger scale; it could serve as a model for administrators attempting to improve 
instructional practice by providing a framework for ways to assist teachers in integrating 
best practices without adding to the amount of content they are required to teach. 
Statement of the Problem 
A lack of attention to writing during the past ten years, coupled with the daunting 
challenge of meeting the depth of the expectations promoted by the Common Core 
Standards and college and career readiness, has schools struggling to identify how to 
effectively instruct students in writing (Common Core State Standards Initiative- Key 
Shifts in English Language Arts, 2014). While the onset of the Common Core has sparked 
a renewed interest in the topic of writing and formative assessment, national test scores 
demonstrate students have not been successful in achieving writing proficiency.  In 
Pennsylvania, writing plays an obvious role in the state’s newly developed School 
Performance Profile (SPP). Established as part of the state’s No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) waiver, this profile assigns a calculated score for each school in the state. Within 
it, one of the main focal areas during its inaugural year in 2012-2013 was the report on 
achievement on state assessments in math, reading and science (Pennsylvania School 
Performance Profile, FAQs, p. 3).  
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Since changing the “reading” category to English Language Arts (ELA) in 2014-
2015 and subsequent years, the test results now include reading and writing at every 
grade level, three through eight. As a result, the academic performance scores reported in 
the SPP are generating conversations regarding how to best deliver writing instruction 
and establishing a basis for ongoing research in this area. In fact, these profiles now not 
only define accountability for Pennsylvania’s schools, but also bring significant attention 
to examining growth for various student groups, a component not previously considered 
in the accountability system.  This concept of growth is, in part, the impetus for 
discussions involving formative assessment, which, according to Stiggins (2005) is 
“Assessment FOR learning” (p. 327). That is, teachers and administrators are realizing 
that a final test score does not necessarily tell the whole story of student learning.  
Additionally, Pennsylvania has adopted its own version of the Common Core, 
called the PA Core, which reflects the rigor of the national standards. Part of this rigor is 
evident through the emphasis on writing at all grade levels rather than only in grades five 
and eight, as previously required. In an attempt to ensure students meet these standards, 
the district in which this study was conducted is working to change the culture for 
writing, shifting it toward instruction that will adequately prepare all students for college 
level writing and for developing critical 21st century skills. In part, this means that the 
district asks teachers of reading and writing to embed practices that include providing 
substantive feedback to students and use the feedback from students’ work to help guide 
their instruction.  
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Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
While information exists about the importance of formative assessment and 
writing, information about the use of writer’s notebook as a means of providing formative 
feedback is less accessible. The purpose of this study was to examine ways in which 
teachers identified the impact of their use of writer’s notebook and formative feedback. 
Specifically, the research sought to determine whether teachers who implement writer’s 
notebook at a full, partial, or limited level associate these practices with more effective 
teaching of writing. Ultimately, the goal was for students to approach their writing more 
analytically and enhance their writing skills, resulting in teachers using these practices as 
a regular part of their instruction. 
As noted, Pennsylvania schools now have the challenge of meeting the demands 
of the PA Core (PACS), a more rigorous set of standards than the PA Academic 
Standards. Within these standards, the Pennsylvania Department of Education Standards 
Aligned System (2014) defines one of the writing goals for seventh grade students as 
follows: “Develop and analyze the topic with relevant facts, definitions, concrete details, 
quotations, or other information and examples; include graphics and multimedia when 
useful to aiding comprehension” (p. 13). This standard for English Language Arts 
encompasses ideas related to reading skills that can be exhibited through writing. Such 
expectations indicate the importance of helping students acquire broader literacy skills 
that reach beyond having students develop isolated reading skills, which has become a 
focus in recent years. This study redirected a focus on effective writing instruction by 
providing insight for best practices that extend beyond process writing and direct 
instruction of particular skills. 
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Research Questions 
This study sought to examine how middle level teachers viewed the use of 
formative feedback through the practice of writer’s notebook in terms of whether it was a 
manageable and effective tool for teaching writing. 
Research Question 1: How do teachers perceive writer’s notebook as impacting 
the culture of how writing is instructed? 
Research Question 2:  Do practices related to providing feedback change over 
the course of implementing writer’s notebook? 
Research Question 3:  Do district writing assessment results in January 2015 
demonstrate a significant change from student scores in September 2014? 
The Conceptual Framework 
Historically, the district in which this study occurred has produced student test 
scores that have typically met or exceeded expectations, has provided academic offerings 
and extra-curricular programs that have met students’ interests, and has experienced 
strong community involvement. Under Pennsylvania’s new standardized tests aligned 
with the PA Core Standards which began in spring 2015, the district was challenged to 
continue demonstrating success through its academic programs while moving educators 
toward using instructional strategies that are most beneficial for all students, regardless of 
their achievement scores. One area of focus within the conceptual framework for this 
study, then, grew out of a need for teachers to instruct writing using strategies that would 
help students sharpen their writing skills in ways that would reflect proficiency in 
meeting the demands of the new PA Core Standards. Notably, however, the standards 
alone do not promote the use of writer’s notebook. 
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The implementation of writer’s notebook in any teacher’s classroom is dependent 
upon the teacher’s background in using writer’s notebook, together with the professional 
development received. Insight to the results and meaning gathered from formative and 
summative assessments is the third aspect driving the way writer’s notebook can be 
implemented. The graphic in Figure 1 demonstrates the Conceptual Framework for 
Implementing Writer’s Notebook as it provides a paradigm for the convergence of three 
key concepts on using this instructional approach: 
I. PA Core Standards 
(PA Department of Education Standards Aligned System, 2014) 
II. Teachers’ Background and Professional Development 
(McCarthey and Ro, 2011) 
III. Formative and Summative Assessments and Feedback for Student Writing 
(CCSSO 2008; Overmeyer, 2009) 
                                
Figure 1: Conceptual Framework for Implementing Writer’s Notebook. 
Writer's Notebook
A tool to enhance writing 
instruction and the development 
of students' writing skills
Formative & 
Summative 
Assessments 
& Feedback 
for Student 
Writing
Teachers' 
Background 
& 
Professional 
Development
PA Core 
Standards
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PA Core Standards 
The PA Core Standards provide the backdrop for the types of skills students 
should develop; yet, based on research from McCarthey (2008), teachers often merge the 
standards and the test as they decide how to instruct. Such integration may lead to 
teachers feeling pressured to have students practice writing in ways that directly mimic 
the state test, possibly causing students to miss the significance of the skills. In fact, if 
teaching practices include allowing for formulaic writing only, and for feedback that 
primarily corrects errors, students have little motivation to develop their skills. As 
Pajares, Johnson and Usher (2007) explain, “When encouraged to reflect on their writing 
progress rather than their writing deficiencies, young people develop robust efficacy 
beliefs that lead to growth and perseverance” (p. 117). 
Practitioners Rief (2005) and Anderson (2006) speak to the importance of 
instructing writing in alignment with standards, but they insist such instruction does not 
translate into the need to teach to the test. Instead, Rief (2005) explains that rather than 
teaching to a test, she “will do several things to prepare [students] for [that] type of 
writing” (p. 52). Those things she discusses include having students read and write daily 
and providing “models of scored tests as a genre unto itself” (p. 52). Sharing appropriate 
feedback with students is also part of her approach. Similarly, Anderson (2006) claims, “I 
integrate test preparation into my instruction by making overt connections between what 
students need to know to be successful writers and what is tested on their standardized 
tests” (p. 33). Recognizing that the PA Core Standards have raised the level of 
expectations for student learning, teachers have to be able to reconcile the skills 
embedded in these standards with the temptation to teach to the state test. 
12 
 
Teachers’ Background and Professional Development 
In order for teachers to help their students grow in those skills identified through 
the PA Core while promoting learning beyond a test, it is important to support the 
teachers in their understanding of authentic writing instruction. For this study, that focus 
was specifically on how to implement writer’s notebook effectively, as well as how to 
provide the type of feedback to students that would encourage their writing efforts. In 
their study examining instructional approaches to writing and the influences on writing 
instruction, McCarthey and Ro (2011) found that “teachers identified professional 
development opportunities and state standards as the major influences” (p. 288). The 
researcher, therefore, was mindful that the teachers in this study had varying backgrounds 
in implementing writer’s notebook, and may have had different approaches to instructing 
writing overall. Additionally, their various contractual schedules may have driven the 
extent to which they were able to implement writer’s notebook. As a result, addressing 
teachers’ ongoing professional needs was a priority for the study. Their needs were met 
through providing a workshop from a practitioner experienced in using writer’s notebook, 
along with giving teachers necessary resources, and by offering time for them to 
collaborate on their implementation. 
Connecting Formative and Summative Assessment with Improving Students’ 
Writing 
 Studies from researchers such as Graham, Gillespie, and McKeown, (2013) and 
Zumbrunn and Krause (2012) speak to the importance of having students write every day 
in order to become more proficient in the skill. One of the options with using writer’s 
notebook as an instructional tool is that students may use it every day. As Buckner (2005) 
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reminds us, “Even though the notebook will ultimately be in the hands of the writer, the 
teacher needs to make it work with the curriculum, classroom space, and time” (p. 11). 
Therefore, the use of the notebook on a daily basis does not necessitate that teachers 
implement its use in the same way or for the same function every day. Instead, the point 
is that writing becomes a more natural process in which students engage on a daily basis. 
 Keeping in mind Buckner’s (2005) comment that the notebook is “ultimately in 
the hands of the writers” (p. 11) provides the premise for teachers giving students 
formative feedback as opposed to feedback that is meant to correct or score writing. As 
the CCSSO (2008) suggests, such feedback is critical, as it is the type of feedback that 
helps students think through their next steps in writing as opposed to simply making edits 
or corrections. Logically, if students could work through such a process effectively, they 
should develop the types of skills required of them in their futures. Overmeyer (2009) 
explains: 
Assessment, when used correctly in a formative way, can empower student and 
teachers not only to improve, but better yet, to believe in themselves as writers 
and teachers of writing. And once students believe they are writers and you 
believe you are a teacher of writing, any barrier, no matter how imposing, begins 
to crumble. (p. 7) 
Most notably, then, the power of formative feedback and assessment lies in its ability to 
influence both the students and the teachers in positive ways. 
 In addition to ongoing formative assessments the teachers include in their 
instruction, they also administer district-developed formative assessments in the form of 
on-demand writing. These assessments, which were administered in September 2014 for 
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a baseline score and again in January 2015 to determine progress, served two essential 
purposes. First, they demonstrated how students applied the feedback teachers gave on 
their writing, and the January assessment also informed teachers about areas in which 
they would need to continue providing focused instruction. 
Writer’s Notebook 
Among studies that speak to best instructional practices in writing, none suggest 
the use of worksheets or perfunctory writing exercises as those that will best demonstrate 
teachers’ skills in instructing writing, or students’ development of writing skills. For 
example, in a study geared toward struggling students, Regan and Berkeley (2012) 
examined the impact of modeling reading and writing. While their emphasis was on 
struggling students, they were careful to note that the degree of the “explicitness” of 
modeling depends upon each student’s needs (p. 276). As with formative feedback, the 
use of writer’s notebook allows teachers the opportunity to incorporate reading and 
writing skills through the use of mentor text. By using specific, good examples of the 
type of writing teachers want students to imitate, they can then use the writer’s notebook 
to have students practice such writing. Such text can model certain styles of writing, or 
grammatical conventions, thereby serving several purposes, and addressing different 
parts of the curriculum. Teachers can use the notebook as a tool to assist students in 
practicing skills related to the PA Core Standards, while not simply teaching to the state 
test.  
Ultimately, the implementation of writer’s notebook was influenced by 
considerations of the PA Core Standards; the impact of formative and summative 
assessments; and the delivery of professional development to effectively address 
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teachers’ backgrounds in instructing writing. The researcher identified ways in which 
insight gained through studying teachers’ implementation could impact efforts in the 
district’s future development of expectations for instructional practices. 
Definition of Terms 
 For the purposes of this study, the following terms are defined. 
21st Century Skills. Silva (2009) states that the “essence of 21st century 
skills” is “an emphasis on what students can do with knowledge, rather than what 
units of knowledge they have” (p. 630). These skills are generally associated with 
critical thinking, problem solving, and innovation (Wagner, 2008). 
Best Instructional Practices. Those practices that encourage students to 
see themselves as writers, take risks in writing, and demonstrate proficiency in 
writing skills. Emerging themes focus on instructors’ awareness of their own 
writing practices; student motivation and engagement; deliberate, yet flexible 
planning; writing every day; and scaffolded collaboration (Zumbrunn & Krause, 
2012). 
Common Core Standards. A set of high-quality academic standards in 
mathematics and English language arts/literacy (ELA). These learning goals 
outline what a student should know and be able to do at the end of each grade, and 
were created to ensure that all students graduate from high school with the skills 
and knowledge necessary to succeed in college, career, and life, regardless of 
where they live (Common Core Standards Initiative, 2014).  
English Teachers. These teachers are defined as those who instruct 
students in developing effective writing skills, including in specific genres; in the 
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writing and research process; in grammar and speaking skills; in vocabulary; and 
in analyzing works of authors. 
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). The 2015 reauthorization of the 
1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), approved in December 
2015, provides state and local officials with greater control over school testing 
and accountability. 
Feedback. Specific commentary, written or verbal, that a teacher provides 
for a student on his or her written work in order to enhance the student’s writing 
skills.  
Formative Assessment. A “planned process that uses assessments to 
inform changes in instruction or learning….not a test, not a spur-of-the-moment 
activity. During this process, evidence collected through formal or informal 
assessments—is used to get an accurate fix on students’ current skills, knowledge, 
or affect” (Popham, 2008, p. 18). 
Formative Feedback. Assessment that is “teacher-based, that aims to 
improve student performance, and that is not used to grade or rank” (Graham, 
MacArthur, & Fitzgerald, 2013, p. 359). 
Mentor Text. Gallagher (2011) defines this as authentic writing that 
assists students in understanding “how others compose” (p. 20). Such writing may 
include professional works, as well as sample text from teachers or from students.  
No Child Left Behind (NCLB). - The 2001 reauthorization of the 1965 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). Primarily, NCLB was enacted 
to bring stronger accountability in education on a national level. The purpose was 
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to “close the achievement gaps by providing all children with a fair, equal, and 
significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education”. States were to develop 
standards and an assessment system per the federal guidelines. Progress from 
schools and districts was to be reported annually (OSPI, n.d.).   
PA Core. Per the Pennsylvania Department of Education’s Standards 
Aligned System Website, the PA Core Standards are defined as follows: 
As part of the new regulations, Pennsylvania’s Core Standards offer a set 
of rigorous, high-quality academic expectations in English Language Arts 
and Mathematics that all students should master by the end of each grade 
level. The PA Core Standards are robust and relevant to the real world and 
reflect the knowledge and skills our young people need to succeed in life 
after high school, in both post-secondary education and a globally 
competitive workforce. (Pennsylvania Department of Education Standards 
Aligned System, 2014)  
Reading Teachers. These are teachers who engage students in reading 
literary works and informational text. They also work with students on vocabulary 
development and technology integration. 
Summative Assessment. “Assessment of learning, which often leads to 
class ranks and a final score, and therefore provides limited opportunity for 
students to grow” (Overmeyer, 2009, p. 5). 
Teacher Modeling. The teacher demonstrates a particular reading or 
writing behavior to students, and “explicitly state[s] during instruction why a 
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student would use a strategy and when…to do so” (Regan & Berkeley, 2012, p. 
277). 
Writer’s Notebook. “A place for students (and writers) to save their 
words—in the form of memory, reflection, a list, a rambling of thoughts….[As a 
useful tool] it must be useful to the writer first, and the reader (teacher) second” 
(Buckner, 2005, p. 5).  
Writing as Inquiry. Writing allows for critical and creative thinking, 
helps students engage in an inquiry-based process such as “questioning, 
reflection, thinking about how and what they learned…. [It] is a social experience 
and should engage learners in collaborative learning…[and] in constructing their 
own new understandings” (Pappas, 2009, p. 50). 
Writing Process. A writing approach in which “students draft, edit, 
revise, and redraft their work….[Feedback from teachers or peers and the 
opportunity to revise written work based on this feedback are considered to be 
key to students’ development as writers…” (Patthey-Chavez, Matsumura, & 
Valdes, 2004, p. 462). 
Assumptions and Limitations 
In approaching this study, the researcher noted several assumptions and 
limitations. The first, and perhaps most important assumption, was that instructing 
reading and writing together has the most profound impact on student’s literacy skills. 
This assumption was followed by another that somewhat contradicts it. That is, English 
teachers in this study have devoted considerably more time to instructing reading and 
literature than they have devoted to writing. The researcher was also guided by the 
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assumption that the teachers who participated in this study sought to find efficient and 
effective ways of moving all students ahead in their writing skills, and were interested in 
using the practice of writer’s notebook as a daily instructional strategy to potentially 
helps students see themselves as writers and ultimately, enhance their writing skills. The 
last assumption was that enhancing students’ writing skills would better prepare them for 
critical 21st Century skills. 
In terms of limitations, one was that the researcher investigated writing instruction 
of a small sample of teachers within English and reading classrooms, which did not allow 
for observing the potential impact of writer’s notebook and formative feedback across 
content areas. Additionally, the sample itself is limited, with four middle level teachers, 
restricting generalizability to other levels. There was also a potential limitation because 
the researcher conducted the study within her district of employment. The fact that she is 
a district administrator may have influenced teachers to give her information she wanted 
rather than what was necessarily happening as they implemented the use of writer’s 
notebook. Lastly, when collecting the samples of formative feedback, the researcher 
relied on the teachers to choose their own samples. As a result, the data the researcher 
received from these artifacts may be limited. 
Summary 
Chapter 1 provided an overview of issues related to instructional writing practices 
in K-12, a rationale for why practices need to shift, and a cursory look at practices that 
could be used in order to advance all students in their writing skills. Obviously, no 
singular instructional strategy will solve all the issues associated with working with 
students on becoming more skilled writers. Examining the use of writer’s notebook, 
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however, and its corresponding use of formative feedback provided insight into whether 
teachers would find such an instructional approach as being a meaningful way of 
developing student confidence in and excitement about writing, leading to higher 
achievement on students’ writing assessments. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Introduction 
 
Students currently within the K-12 system will face challenges and demands 
previously unknown as they move through their high schools, future colleges and, 
ultimately, careers. Among those challenges is the capacity to think critically and 
innovatively, problem solve creatively, and communicate effectively and efficiently 
(Pappas, 2009; Larson and Miller, 2011). Darling-Hammond (2010) cites Ravitch in 2009 
as arguing that such skills are not “new”; however, Darling-Hammond also notes that 
they “are in higher demand in today’s economy” (p. 235). When students develop their 
writing skills, they simultaneously develop those skills they will need to be successful 
(Graham, Gillespie, and McKeown, 2013). Focusing specifically on the aspect of 
communicating, the Alliance for Excellent Education (2007) explains students should be 
“immersing themselves in various kinds of texts and learning how to communicate to 
many different audiences, for many different purposes” (p. 5). Such an observation 
supports Rainey and Moje (2012), who suggest that because “each discipline has unique 
ways of asking questions and solving problems” literacy must be a focus across all 
subject areas in order to assist students in acquiring these skills. (p. 73). 
No Child Left Behind, National Commission on Writing and Common Core 
Standards 
 
Through 2013, national tests demonstrated K-12 schools have not been successful 
in improving students’ writing skills. Despite a report from the Center for Education 
Policy (2007) illustrating that schools have increased time for Language Arts since the 
2001 implementation of No Child Left Behind (NCLB), the National Center for 
Education Statistics (2012) states that results from the 2011 National Assessment for 
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Educational Progress (NAEP) demonstrated only one-fourth of students in grades 8 and 
12 were proficient or advanced on the writing assessment. Based on information from 
The National Commission on Writing (2003), such poor performance is attributed in part 
to poor writing instruction. The Commission calls for schools to reverse this trend.  
Throughout the lifespan of NCLB (2001) and the subsequent testing, the main 
focal points of student achievement have been in the areas of reading and math. The onset 
of the Common Core State Standards, part of the most recent recommendations for 
reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) (2010) have brought 
renewed attention to the impact effective writing skills will have on students in the 21st 
Century. Reports such as the National Commission on Writing’s The Neglected R: The 
Need for a Writing Revolution (2003) and Writing Next from Graham and Perin (2007) 
stress the critical importance of best practices in writing instruction. These reports, 
however, along with research studies, indicate that such practices are not consistently 
occurring in our K-12 classrooms (Cutler & Graham, 2008). Such inconsistencies lead to 
students not developing the writing skills they will need to be successful in college or in 
careers (Lacina & Block, 2012).  
The noted reports from Graham and Perin’s Writing Next and The National 
Commission on Writing frame the issues surrounding the need for a greater focus on 
writing instruction. The basis of the issue can be seen through Graham and Perin’s (2007) 
assertion that “writing instruction has been researched much less often than reading 
instruction, [yet] it is an equally important component of literacy proficiency and 
encompasses, in itself, an extremely complex set of skills” (p. 26). The Writing Next 
(2007) report itself grew out of a meta-analysis of reports that focused on students from 
23 
 
grades four through twelve with a wide range of writing skills and proficiency levels. As 
Graham and Perin (2007) note, the eleven recommendations established in the report “do 
not constitute a full writing curriculum… [but] they can be combined in flexible ways to 
strengthen adolescents’ literacy development” (p. 5). Of course, whether implemented 
individually or collectively, the recommendations will take time to put into practice. 
According to the report from The National Commission on Writing (2003), the 
time required for implementing recommendations such as those from Graham and Perin 
(2007), or even for instructing writing in general, is something schools have not been 
allotting. As the 2003 report notes, “More attention must be paid to writing. More time 
must be found for it. And teachers must be provided with the time and resources required 
if they are to perform their work professionally” (p. 21). The Commission argues that no 
matter what career students choose, writing will be a factor, but without giving writing 
the attention it deserves, our schools are depriving their students of developing necessary 
skills. A key point made in The Commission’s report from 2003 is, “Writing today is not 
a frill for the few, but an essential skill for the many” (p. 11).  
ESEA Legislation and Reauthorization 
Arguably, the original ESEA legislation of 1965 and the reauthorizations that 
followed have provided both opportunities and challenges to K-12 education, as well as 
to the higher educational institutions and workplaces into which K-12 graduates enter. As 
the possible result of accountability requirements and particular mandates, many of these 
challenges have become evident as school districts have tried to determine salient 
instructional practices. Most recently, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015 
was approved, thereby restoring to states greater responsibility for making determinations 
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about accountability. This legislation is in its infancy stages, so the impact on states and 
school systems, and where they will place their focus, is not yet clear. We do know, 
however, that besides the noted reports above, other research from experts such as 
Graham, MacArthur, and Fitzgerald (2013) and Gallagher (2011) recommend that such 
practices include strengthening K-12 writing instruction. Given the pressures of 
accountability through standardized testing, together with the need for improving 
students’ writing and thinking skills, the primary intention of this study was to examine 
whether middle level teachers with different opportunities for implementing writer’s 
notebook would recognize the regular use of formative feedback through the practice of 
writer’s notebook as a manageable and effective tool for teaching writing.  
This literature review is based upon the premise that such an examination cannot 
be considered independently of certain factors. Therefore, the focus of this review has 
been framed by considering representative literature related to five main areas: (1) 
implementing writer’s notebook; (2) shifting perspectives in an environment of 
accountability; (3) connecting writing with 21st century literacy skills; (4) investigating 
common instructional practices in writing which teachers engage; and 5) connecting the 
relevance of writer’s notebook to recommendations for writing instruction. 
Literature Review 
Implementing Writer’s Notebook 
There is no single way to define writer’s notebook; however, several experts 
provide recommendations for ways it should be used and for ways it should not be used. 
In this study, writer’s notebook was examined as a tool to enhance writing instruction and 
the development of students’ writing skills. Writer’s notebook affords students the 
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opportunity to write every day. Simply putting this tool in front of students, however, will 
not produce results. Instead, the notebook is a tool that must be used purposefully to keep 
students engaged in and reflective about their writing. In order to implement writer’s 
notebook, teachers were asked to use accompanying strategies, such as incorporating 
mentor text and providing formative feedback to students. In part, these strategies were 
intended to help encourage students to grow in their writing skills and to help teachers 
better define lessons to meet students’ needs. 
Writer’s notebook approach. The approach used in this study to implement 
writer’s notebook was grounded in advice such as that from Anderson (2014), who 
offers, “Writing instruction has little to do with kits and worksheets. It’s messier—and 
more joyous—than that” (p. 10). Writer’s notebook as a daily, consistent tool for teaching 
and learning does not interfere with textbooks or programs a school may institute. Rather, 
it provides an authentic extension to established resources, and provides the opportunity 
to use those resources in meaningful ways, such as potentially becoming mentor text for 
students to imitate. While not using the term “writer’s notebook”, Lain, Fink, and Frey 
(2007) speak to the importance of the writing process, which for them, begins with 
having students write every day. Lain et al. (2007) also emphasize mini lessons as they 
claim, “When students are learning to write in school, they need the whole range of 
modes, each enriching the voice of the other” (p. 24). Such insight supports the use of 
writer’s notebook for a variety of tasks and modes of writing, rather than as a single unit 
of study or an infrequent exercise. As such, it is not associated with a specific type of 
teacher or classroom. 
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 In implementing writer’s notebook with their students, teachers must be careful 
not to use it too casually or to be too restrictive in its use. On the one end of this idea, 
Anderson (2006) suggests that the use of writer’s notebook is for more than simply 
having students brainstorm ideas. Instead, he notes that it is a place for students to 
practice and reflect on various types of writing skills, from description and organization, 
to grammar. Anderson (2006) expands on an explanation of ways in which he has used 
writer’s notebook in conjunction with mentor text to help his students, many of which are 
English Language Learners (ELLs), grow in their grammar usage. He talks about the 
importance of “zooming in and out instructionally” (p. 32). Specifically, he recognizes 
the importance of looking at particular pieces that comprise student writing, and then 
stepping back to examine the writing as a whole.  
Anderson (2006) further sees this approach as being able to influence instruction, 
allowing teachers to determine when their approach should be “separated, simulated, and 
integrated” (p. 33). That is, as students use the writer’s notebook, teachers either 
“highlight a skill” (separated); the students “play with concepts or patterns” (simulated); 
or use writing from their notebooks for “larger contexts” (integrated) (p. 33). Examples 
such as these can be used to help teachers understand the versatility using writer’s 
notebook can offer. 
The “larger contexts” of which Anderson (2006) speaks refer to students building 
on pieces they write in their notebooks and working on them through the writing process, 
leading to a summative piece. Lain et al. (2007) advise, however, that in order not to 
confuse the purpose of the notebook, students should not develop full drafts for the 
writing process there. These drafts might be kept in folders for further development 
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through the writing process. Examining what we have learned about writing and its 
instruction over a 20 year period, and suggesting the need for more than one place for 
students to write, Rief (2006) asserts, “Writers need places to save their ideas: writer’s 
notebooks, writing folders, portfolios” (p. 34). Students’ writer’s notebooks, while not 
serving the purpose of constructing drafts for the writing process, can be a place for 
students to practice their imitation of mentor text, and to add to and revise ideas, and to 
reflect on their writing. 
Writer’s notebook and reflection. The importance of using writer’s notebook in 
ways that allow students to reflect on their writing can be seen in a study from Fracareta 
and Phillips (2000) of teachers who conducted action research to determine the value 
their students placed on writer’s notebook, and to allow their students’ work and insights 
to guide the teachers’ approaches to instructing writing. Throughout the time they 
implemented writer’s notebook, Francetta and Phillips (2000) had their eighth grade 
students reflect on their use of the tool at different times during the year. By the end of 
the year, they saw a turn-around in students’ perspectives regarding the value they placed 
on writer’s notebook, using the categories “no value”, “some value”, or “high value”. 
While in the first quarter, only 25% of students considered writer’s notebook to be of 
“high value”, by the fourth quarter, the percentage had doubled, and of the 25 % who 
placed “no value” on it at the beginning of the year, only 10% still held that perspective 
at the end (p. 112). 
Within the study from Francetta and Phillips (2000), a significant finding from 
students’ reflections, which the teachers applied directly to their instruction was, 
“Students wanted and needed even more feedback than we realized… [and] students were 
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eager to read our reactions to their entries” (p. 112). Similarly, connecting writer’s 
notebook and evaluating students’ writing, Rief (2006) says, “Evaluation should move 
the writer forward, helping him or her to grow by identifying the strengths of the process 
and the product, as well as those elements or conventions that need work” (pp. 32-33). It 
is important then, that while teachers should not apply a “grade” to the notebook, they 
should provide students with meaningful feedback to help them further develop their 
skills. Anderson (2001) addresses conferencing with students and focuses on the 
“conversation”. In essence, whether such conversation occurs through dialogue or 
through written feedback, Anderson’s message applies: “If we keep only one thing in 
mind…it is that we are teaching the writer, not the writing” (p. 3). Teachers may “teach 
the writer” either through responses on sticky notes in the students’ notebooks or through 
conversations with the students.  
Throughout the process of implementing writer’s notebook, teachers should stay 
focused on it as a tool students can connect and grow with daily. Students should use it 
every day in a purposeful manner and should be guided in reflecting on their work in the 
notebook. Teachers should schedule times to review students’ work in the notebooks, and 
provide meaningful feedback. As Rief (2005) maintains, “If we want to know what our 
students are really capable of as writers, then we have to give them the conditions under 
which that writing can happen” (p. 53). Writer’s notebook is one means to create such 
conditions and to encourage students to grow in both their confidence and in their skills 
as writers. 
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Shifting Perspectives in an Environment of Accountability  
Examining the impact of accountability on the educational environment provides 
insight to the importance of establishing appropriate practices for instructing writing. 
Doing so, however, requires school leaders and teachers to rethink expectations for 
instruction (Darling-Hammond, 2010). In response to the enactment of NCLB in 2001, 
the instructional focus of many schools shifted to preparing students for high stakes tests 
at the cost of dismissing subjects that are not tested or that do not count toward Adequate 
Yearly Progress (AYP) (Darling-Hammond, 2010). The decision to concentrate heavily 
on areas related to standardized testing has impacted the K-12 system in a number of 
ways. In some cases, schools have moved elective courses such as art and music to the 
background, or have dismissed such subjects altogether (Ravitch, 2010). In other 
instances, teachers must deliver instruction through prescribed programs that specifically 
help students in test taking skills.  
The institutionalization of standards and standardized testing has accompanied the 
implementation of the more recent reauthorizations of the 1965 ESEA legislation. Since 
the NCLB legislation of 2001, most states, including Pennsylvania, developed state 
standards for each subject area and tested a majority of grade levels in reading and 
mathematics. These assessments determined AYP, while two other tested areas, science 
and writing, received less attention.  Most recently, legislators enacted the ESSA, which 
places more responsibility on states for determining accountability measures. While the 
impact of this new legislation remains to be seen, standards and testing will necessarily 
be involved, and schools will likely have to adjust once again. 
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Education and Legislation. As the K-12 educational system is becoming more 
greatly influenced by legislation that proclaims a greater focus on college and career 
readiness, it becomes increasingly important to consider how this system has been 
previously affected, and what impact the new legislation might bring. Graham, Gillespie, 
and McKeown (2013) consider the Common Core State Standards as having the potential 
to positively influence the attention American schools give to writing and to 21st century 
thinking skills in general. The authors’ reflection on a collection of studies focused on 
different aspects of writing instruction, explains that to move in a positive direction, 
educators will need to understand some nuances about writing, such as its versatility, its 
potential to influence, its benefit as a tool for learning, and the critical connection it has to 
reading.  
Greenstein (2012) offers insights similar to those of Graham et al. (2013). She 
explains that the Common Core Standards are leading us away from basic skills and 
toward the greater complexity for which our students will need to be prepared. She 
argues that numerous definitions are regularly applied to the ideas of college and career 
readiness and 21st century skills, leading to the necessity of schools preparing students for 
both “the rigor of college and the demands of the workplace” (p. 37). Still, Greenstein 
(2012) asserts that the standards alone will not lead us down the path toward the complex 
21st century skills students will need. She provides a focus on ways to assess problem-
solving skills that clearly lead educators away from standardized testing and closer to 
viewing students’ clear articulation of their thought process. Within her 
recommendations, she advises purposeful and authentic instruction and assessment, as 
well as valuing “visible” thinking. The recommendations Greenstein (2012) provides for 
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schools in terms of what they must do to meet the requirements of building 21st Century 
skills are logical. She does not, however, offer specific ideas about how to advance these 
recommendations when schools’ decision-making is overshadowed by state and federal 
mandates. 
Standardized Testing. Focusing on a necessary move away from standardized 
testing, Hargreaves (2009) projects certain trend changes he believes will characterize the 
next decade. These include the collapse of the global economy, getting teachers and 
students outside the school, and using greater prudence in educational spending. 
Hargreaves (2009) suggests that practices such as the focus on and implementation of 
standardized tests will not serve our students well in the 21st century; rather, as 
demonstrated in other successful countries, flexibility will be essential. Ultimately, he 
believes schools will retreat from a focus on standardized testing because funding will 
not sustain it.  
Despite the pressures placed on the educational system through standardized 
testing, with or without funding, instruction in schools will need to shift if schools are 
going to adequately prepare students for their futures. As Ravitch (2010) explains, “The 
consequence of [so much test] practice is that students may…master test-taking methods, 
but not the subject itself” (p. 159). Research that Wagner (2008) conducted also 
demonstrates our system has much to fear if schools do not break free from the 
overwhelming imposition of standardized testing.  His three-year qualitative study 
demonstrates that such testing has basically moved our system backwards, leading toward 
a demise of instilling the 21st century skills our students will need for a successful future. 
After several hundred interviews with leaders of various types of businesses, high school 
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and college students and graduates, along with observing classrooms, he found a great 
disparity between the teaching and learning that is occurring in schools, and the 
expectations those beyond K-12 have for students. Through his classroom observations, 
he identified an abundance of teacher-led instruction and infrequent student engagement, 
as students completed worksheets, memorized facts, and occasionally did group or hands-
on work for which they were unable to articulate purpose or meaning. Although the 
NCLB legislation had been enacted in large part to close achievement gaps, in 2008, 
Wagner concluded from his study that achievement gaps exist even among and within 
our “best” schools. He blames our standardized testing for much of this outdated 
instruction, suggesting that educators have not only been using dated instructional 
methods, but also have been narrowly focusing that instruction on areas related to AYP.  
Writing Deficits. Specifically speaking to student deficits in writing, Applebee 
and Langer (2009) questioned how the “emphasis on reading rather than literacy more 
broadly” has impacted the delivery of writing instruction (p. 18). They used trends in 
NAEP testing over 40 years in comparison with the amount and quality of writing 
students had been asked to produce over that time. While there were slight increases 
during this time, the authors noted special concern with the lack of “length and 
complexity” (p. 21) required, as well as a lack of writing in content areas. Like Wagner, 
Applebee and Langer (2009) also identified these shortfalls in writing instruction as 
having negative impacts on students moving into college and careers. 
Insight from Anson (2008), who provides an analysis of different studies, explains 
the K-12 system will not address the shortcomings identified through NCLB unless there 
is a shift in the way testing occurs. Specifically, Anson calls for the teaching and testing 
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of writing to move beyond a “closed discursive system” (p. 116). As Anson identifies the 
disconnect between the very limited skills addressed in students’ writing in the K-12 
classroom and the broader writing that reflects critical thinking needed for the world 
beyond K-12, it is evident that schools will need to stop teaching to a test. A logical 
conclusion is that although as Calkins, Ehrenworth, and Lehman (2012) point out, the 
Common Core Standards “are calling for higher expectations in writing than those that 
have been commonplace” (p. 107), they will likely fail in impacting instruction 
effectively unless the accompanying tests are more authentically designed. If assessments 
are more authentic and instruction changes, students will be better able to transfer the 
writing skills appropriately.  
Although mandated testing remains a reality, the fact also remains that there are 
certain skills with which students will need to be prepared as they exit the K-12 system. 
If they do not learn and master these skills within their K-12 experience, making their 
way through college or their careers becomes increasingly difficult (Wagner 2008). To 
achieve these skills, it will be necessary for schools to shift the focus. Although such 
conclusions may seem logical, the literature does not consistently address how to ensure 
instruction will support students in learning such skills throughout K-12. The issue is 
reminiscent of Kegan and Lahey’s (2001) focus on “competing commitment”. They 
explain, “Overcoming immunity to change starts with uncovering competing 
commitments” (p. 55).  While their study examines the issue as it relates to individual 
workers, it may be a concept that applies to schools. That is, schools will continue to 
struggle with reconciling what they know to be best practices, as long as accountability 
measures continue to impact decisions about curriculum and instruction. A shift in 
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thinking demonstrating that the system’s decision-makers recognize the need for more 
comprehensive educational approaches would help encourage schools to extend 
instruction and assessment beyond the basics and better prepare students for success well 
beyond standardized tests.   
Connecting Writing with 21st Century Literacy Skills 
In a 2011 report, Pathways to Prosperity, Symonds, Schwartz, and Ferguson 
confirm the need for promoting 21st Century skills for all students, as their report notes 
that students emerging from the K-12 system are demonstrating deficits in areas such as 
“oral and written communication, critical thinking and professionalism” (p. 4). Still, the 
term 21st Century skills and its significance brings about different responses. Silva (2009) 
tells us there are those who “decry so-called 21st Century skills as a meaningless term” 
because such skills have always been important (p. 630). She further explains that while 
skills for the 21st Century may not necessarily be new, changes in job opportunities and 
the economy have made them “newly important” (p. 631). Some of these important skills 
as reflected by Greenstein (2012) are problem solving, collaborating, analyzing, 
assessing, working productively, and sharing responsibility and/or contributing. 
Referencing these skills, Trilling (2010) goes a step further saying that “inquiry” can 
move students toward mastering the skills. Pappas (2009) also speaks to the importance 
of inquiry in developing 21st Century skills, recognizing it as a “bridging strategy”, 
which, in part, assists students in retrieving information that is at their fingertips in a 
meaningful way (p. 50).  Furthermore, The National Writing Project and Nagin (2006) 
remind us of the importance of writing as inquiry, suggesting that “all teachers can use 
writing to help students reflect and think critically about content” (p. 54). 
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 As previously noted, Graham et al. (2013) speak to writing’s versatility, its 
potential to influence, and its benefit as a tool for learning. Although studies directly 
connecting 21st Century skills with writing are not extensive, Rogers and Graham (2008) 
conducted a meta-analysis of single subject design writing interventions that provides 
some insight to the connection. The study not only yielded several recommendations for 
writing instruction, but also produced implications for the connections between writing, 
as well as other skills students need to acquire. The authors recognize writing as a 
“complex skill” and state that “students who do not learn to write well are at a 
disadvantage” (p. 879). They reference the multitude of professional and personal tasks 
that may not be accomplished by those who do not write well. Much like Wagner (2008), 
Rogers and Graham (2008) cite skills that students will need to develop for work, such as 
technical and presentation skills. They even suggest that personally, one who does not 
learn to write well is in many ways, “left out” of so much around them, as they even risk 
not being able to communicate effectively through phone calls. Furthermore, Graham, 
Gillespie, and McKeown (2013) allude to the personal importance of writing by 
explaining that it can link students to family and friends. They then extend the 
importance of writing by connecting it with the ability to influence and to learn. 
Additionally, the authors note the importance of writing in relationship to its 
interconnectedness with students’ ability to read, at all grade levels.  
In another meta-analysis, Graham and Hebert (2011) explored the idea that 
“reading is critical to success in our school, work, social, and everyday lives” (p. 732). 
This study led to conclusions about the ways in which writing has the potential to impact 
reading skills; the authors found that reading text and then writing about it increased 
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students’ reading comprehension. Graham and Hebert (2011) found this was true for all 
students, including weaker readers and writers in grades two through twelve. Another key 
finding was, for students in grades one through six, that increasing the amount of writing 
students do also improves students’ reading comprehension. This writing could be both 
formal and informal; the key idea is that students write. The authors note several 
limitations to their meta-analysis, including the quality of available research, thereby 
suggesting that additional research be conducted to validate the connections between 
these two critical literacy skills. 
While this development of literacy skills for students at all ages is essential, 
special challenges exist when educating middle school students. Recognizing that 
students in this age group often have difficulty identifying the significance of school 
work, Curry, Belser, and Binns (2013) advise that effective education of middle school 
students will eventually play a substantial role in the choices they make for college and 
career plans. The authors believe that the implementation of interventions related to 
careers is one way of dealing with students’ lack of enthusiasm, and will help them 
prepare for the 21st century skills they will need to be successful.  
Other research related to connecting writing and 21st century skills tends to focus 
on the use of technology. With the Common Core Standards integrating technology skills 
within the literacy standards, the implication is that instructing with a focus on these 
literacies may more readily engage students in writing, as the new literacies allow for 
greater control over the chosen mode and medium for writing. Graham, Caprizzi, Harris, 
Hebert, and Morphy (2014), for example, noted in their study of writing instruction 
among middle school teachers, “Students are further expected to become proficient in 
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using digital tools to facilitate their writing” (p. 1016). Essential to the understanding of 
this idea is that the authors use the term “facilitate”, implying that digital tools alone will 
not necessarily lead to proficiency in writing, but rather, should be supportive of a greater 
effort to implement evidence-based instructional practices on a regular basis. The 
findings from Graham et al. (2014), however, revealed that language arts teachers in their 
study “averaged a reported 11 minutes of writing instruction a day” (p. 1037). When the 
time spent instructing writing increases, and technology supports teachers’ efforts in a 
meaningful way, then students may be better prepared with the skills they will need to be 
successful.  
Within this century, students may choose to enter traditional careers that are still 
available, or they may opt for a path not previously explored. Darling-Hammond (2010) 
offers that “the new mission of schools is to prepare students to work at jobs that do not 
yet exist, creating ideas and solutions for products and problems that have not yet been 
identified…” (p. 2). Regardless of whether this idea as the “mission” of schools is 
embraced, clearly, current students are being called upon to be creative problem solvers. 
One way of encouraging student progress toward this goal is for schools to more 
deliberately focus efforts on recognizing the importance of writing across grade levels 
and subjects, and to make writing instruction relevant to both teachers and students. 
Common Instructional Practices in Writing 
Examining a number of quantitative and qualitative studies on instructional 
writing practices provides insight to a variety of approaches as well as patterns among 
teachers. At times, the pressure from standardized testing expectations may prevent 
teachers from delivering writing instruction according to what they know is best. At other 
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times, teachers may not be comfortable enough with their own writing skills, so they 
want to stay within a “comfort zone” when instructing. Despite the reasons teachers use 
their chosen practices when teaching writing, the results are the same because 
instructional practices that they use may not always advance student writing as intended. 
Some of the findings from Lacina and Block (2012) provide insight to actual 
instructional practices that occur in K-12 schools. As noted previously, for example, they 
found that there is a heavy emphasis on prewriting, the process writing approach, and 
sentence combining. A much lower percentage of writing instruction focuses on inquiry 
activities and study of models, as well as the use of technology to enhance writing skills. 
Recalling Trilling (2010) and Pappas (2009) who spoke to the importance of inquiry in 
developing 21st Century skills, the findings from Lacina and Block (2012) indicate that 
K-12 schools are not providing the necessary instruction. In some cases, they found the 
ways in which writing instruction is delivered and the extent to which students’ literacy 
needs are being met depends upon the expectations of the building leader. 
At the heart of an article from Nicolini (2006) is the basic idea that thinking 
occurs through writing. Nicolini (2006) focuses on a writing center that was established 
in an Indiana high school, where technology, a major component in the center, is a tool 
for writing, and not the major function of the center. The school holds a profound belief 
that neither technology nor even teachers “teach writing”. Rather, it is through the 
activity of writing that students learn to write.  While Nicolini’s (2006) article is not a 
study per se, it does offer some ideas that connect with results from other researchers, as 
well as with skills on which the Common Core Standards focus. Specifically, the article 
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ultimately notes that the center allows students to “construct knowledge, to collaborate, 
and to connect” (p. 68), three skills that are critical within the Common Core Standards. 
In part, Booth and Roswell (2002) echo Nicolini (2006) in stressing that it is not a 
reading or writing program that will improve literacy. To be truly effective, the principals 
and teachers working with the programs must be effective. The authors write of practices 
they have observed whereby principals engage in various activities to get to know the 
students better, and in which principals provide modeling for teachers in instructing 
reading and writing. McGhee and Lew (2007) also studied the effects principals have on 
how teachers implement writing practices. They used several types of analyses to explain 
their Principal’s Support for Writing Instruction (PSWI) survey results. In the end, their 
study demonstrated a positive relationship between principal knowledge and support of 
instructional practice related to writing and teacher implementation of good instructional 
practices.  
Another perspective on writing practices emerged through a study from Bintz, 
Dillard, and Carpenter (2004). Focusing on the narrative experience of a classroom 
teacher, they examined writing from a “social” perspective. The main social practices 
employed by the teacher were (a) teaching reading through writing; (b) following advice 
in a book by Donald Graves that pointed to the importance of demonstrating excitement 
about the student voice that comes through in their writing; and (c) talking to her students 
about their writing. Outside of the instructional practices, the teacher also developed new 
ways of reflecting on student work and determining what type of feedback was most 
important for students to grow. Similar to earlier research, this teacher asked herself 
questions that she believed would lead to continuing  best writing practices; for example, 
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how can teachers work within the testing system without compromising what they know 
is best to do (Fanetti, Bushrow, & DeWeese, 2010)? Besides the outcomes about writing 
practices identified in the articles, one of the most significant ways this article is valuable 
is that it provides perspective through a full narrative experience from the teacher.  
Specifically examining third and fourth grade teachers, McCarthey and Ro (2011) 
set out to examine practices in teaching writing within classrooms of teachers from high 
income and from low income schools in Utah, Illinois, West Virginia, and Vermont. 
They used a semi-structured interview protocol and observations to gather data on how 
teachers approached the writing process, as well as how they taught basic skills. 
McCarthey and Ro (2011) observed instruction through the “skills approach”, the “genre 
approach”, and at times, a combination of the two (p. 283). Based on a table outlining 
their findings, teachers in the high income schools were more likely to use a genre 
approach with different resources, graphic organizers and prompts, whereas, teachers in 
the low-income schools used a basal textbook or program that was more focused on 
skills, such as building paragraphs and parts of speech. Additionally, these teachers led 
the class through whole group instruction.  
Among the issues that emerged from their qualitative study, McCarthey and Ro 
(2011) found that no matter what approach teachers used, and whether they were from 
high or low income schools, teachers often were teaching to the test. For example, even 
those teaching writing through “genre appeared formulaic with the focus on producing 
writing that matched ideal texts posted on state test websites” (p. 291). Lastly, they did 
not spend “enough” time on instructing writing because it did not count toward AYP. In 
general, the authors provide insight to practices that, at times, reflect potential impacts 
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mentioned by other studies, such as from Greenstein (2012) and Wagner (2008). Through 
a study on the attitudes of fifth grade students toward standardized writing tests, even 
when instructing in a way that prepares students for standardized testing, Tunks (2010) 
concluded, “When [the] preparation can include increasing writing skills with an 
emphasis on improving attitudes toward writing, students are more likely to take part in 
writing activities voluntarily and for their own enjoyment and use” (p. 7).  
Students’ attitudes toward writing may also be affected by the feedback teachers 
give them. Investigating the type and quality of feedback teachers provide students on 
early writing drafts, Patthey-Chavez, Matsumura, and Valdes (2004) summarized the 
subsequent impact on student writing, especially on final essay submissions. Among their 
findings from the literature on previous studies, the authors found that when the focus of 
the feedback was content, which centered on points such as reorganizing or adding 
information rather than “surface features” which included editing grammar or spelling, 
students produced work of higher quality (p. 467). The specificity of this study provides a 
focal point for a particular type of instruction. Although Patthey-Chavez et al. (2004) 
specifically identified the students as seventh grade struggling writers, the instructional 
practices could be tested with students in other grade levels and of any writing skill.  
Shifting to a different setting, Cutler and Graham (2008) used seven best practices 
as a basis for their quantitative study in order to identify the instructional writing 
practices primary teachers are inclined to use and the frequency with which they use 
them. Their study was driven, in large part, by the lack of emphasis writing instruction 
has received over the past several years and the lack of data regarding what writing 
instruction looks like in schools. Furthermore, the focus on primary teachers was 
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prompted by the idea that the early years are essential to literacy skill development and 
future success. The main part of the survey instrument was an eight-point Likert scale 
covering 41 items related to instructional writing practices. They recognized a return rate 
of 61%, which was statistically sound. Results from their survey indicated that a majority 
of the primary teachers are using many of the recommended writing practices; however, 
there is variation in the frequency with which they are used. Additionally, process writing 
and skills instruction were the two practices they found these teachers used most often.  
 The process writing and skills instruction that Cutler and Graham (2008) identify 
appear to be those most commonly used for instructing writing. As several studies here 
have noted, these are important practices; however, effective writing instruction cannot 
stop with these practices, or students may not reach their potential or be properly 
prepared with 21st Century skills. Additional studies should be conducted to investigate 
areas touched upon such as how building leaders impact teachers’ instructional strategies 
for writing. Other studies might also further investigate the barriers that prevent teachers 
from moving beyond what they may perceive as boundaries in teaching writing, and what 
outcomes might occur if writing was a natural part of classroom instruction on a daily 
basis. 
Relevance of Writer’s Notebook to Recommendations for Writing Instruction 
While teachers engage in instructional practices for writing for a variety of 
reasons, those reasons do not always align with the recommendations offered through 
numerous studies, which identify best practices in writing instruction. The following 
information presents those recommendations, as well as ways in which writer’s notebook 
and formative feedback have the potential to connect with them. The information here 
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does not suggest any single way of instituting writer’s notebook as an instructional 
strategy. Instead, it draws on advice and evidence from several writing experts who have 
used writer’s notebook or who observed classroom teachers implementing the practice. 
Additionally, this section references experts who address the topic of formative feedback, 
its general importance to instructional practices for writing, and the impact on student 
learning. 
Regardless of the teachers and students on which studies in writing instruction 
have focused, most reach similar conclusions. Those conclusions include the importance 
of the opportunity for students to write more frequently (Cutler & Graham, 2008; 
Graham, Gillespie, & McKeown, 2013; Zumbrunn & Krause, 2012); teachers modeling 
writing for students (Regan & Berkley, 2012; Zumbrunn & Krause, 2012); and students 
working on their writing through a process approach (Bintz & Dillard, 2004; Cutler & 
Graham, 2008; Patthey-Chavez, Matsumura & Valdes, 2004).  
Among studies conducted through the National Research Center on English 
Learning & Achievement (CELA), Langer, Close, Angelis, and Preller (2000) evaluated 
practices in two sets of middle and high schools with similar populations. Comparing 
schools from low socioeconomic, urban neighborhoods, they found that one set had 
students that scored above their peers on standardized tests, while in the other set, 
performance results were more average. Findings indicated that the higher-performing 
schools were those that employed all of the instructional strategies explained in their 
report, indicating that the “integration of all the features” is most critical to improve 
student writing (p. 3).  
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The qualitative study by Langer et al. (2000) generated guidelines for teaching 
practices that include:  
• avoiding isolated teaching activities, but instead, making skills instruction 
purposeful and integrating it into other tasks;  
• integrating test prep into instruction rather than unrelated, “short-term” test 
preparation (p. 7);  
• making connections across all contents, and in authentic, meaningful ways;  
• helping students learn strategies that will assist them in the process of 
completing the work, such as through modeling;  
• taking students beyond the “right response” and encouraging them to become 
more “generative thinkers” (p. 12); and  
• teaching students skills for collaborating in significant ways.  
In the report, the researchers pair each of these six guidelines with examples of how they 
observed the practice implemented in the more highly successful classrooms.  
The guidelines from Langer et al. (2000) could establish a firm starting point for 
further studies in the effectiveness of such practices today. Given the versatility of 
writer’s notebook, as described by Fletcher (1996) and by Buckner (2005), it is one 
means for delivering writing instruction that could encompass these guidelines. These 
authors typically present writer’s notebook as a means through which students can 
regularly practice writing, and from which they may extract ideas. Such practice is 
especially appropriate for middle level students. As Perlstein (2004) explains, “[Middle 
school students] are distracted. They’re addled. They’re growing….They’ll try when 
they’re allowed to figure things out for themselves without searching for the one right 
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answer” (p. 60). Implementing an instructional strategy such as writer’s notebook allows 
and encourages students to have choices on a regular basis as they simultaneously grow 
in their writing skills. In essence, the notebooks provide a starting point for working 
toward some of these guidelines. 
Adding to the research on instructional practices for writing, Lavelle, Smith, and 
O’Ryan (2002) conducted a study that considered secondary students’ approaches to 
writing. They consolidated ideas from other research, including practices such as the use 
of scaffolding, the need to move beyond grammar instruction, and the importance of 
allowing for reflection. Especially notable from their report is that the authors speak to 
taking students beyond their comfort zones in writing. Lavelle et al. (2002) explain that 
while scaffolding has its place, teachers should be prepared to move their students toward 
“self-regulation” (p. 400). Besides this aspect of the study’s conclusion, working in 
tandem with several of the findings from Langer et al. (2000), regular use of writer’s 
notebook also allows for taking students beyond their comfort zone, for reflection, and 
for going beyond grammar instruction. Anderson (2014), for example, speaks of writing 
as being “alive and messy. It involves taking risks, which means making mistakes” (p. 
14). As a daily instructional tool, writer’s notebook provides the background on which 
students can take those risks in a safe environment. As a result, they may grow in their 
readiness to move out of their comfort zones while simultaneously growing in their 
writing and thinking skills.  
Anderson’s (2014) recommendations on approaching writing instruction also 
connect with those from Worthman, Gardner, and Thole (2011), whose qualitative study 
on best instructional writing practices focused on the importance of connecting struggling 
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writers with “in” and “out” of school writing. Anderson (2014) cautions those who 
“define writing by putting it in a box; developing a checklist, worksheet, or 
rubric…organize writing into a neat, restrictive corner, distilling it to a one-way-to-do-it 
solution” (p. 10). Similarly, Worthman et al. (2011) explain that, generally, the writing 
students complete in schools does not have a natural connection to their actual lives. To 
examine how this dichotomy can be an issue for and addressed with students who 
regularly struggle with school, the researchers conducted a qualitative study with six 
students in an alternative high school in a large urban center in the Midwest. Their study 
concluded it is critical for teachers to help students recognize that there is value in writing 
outside of school. In this way, there is a greater chance that students will come to a 
greater appreciation of the importance of writing in school. Additionally, teachers should 
not place importance on the mechanical aspects of writing to the extent that students do 
not understand the value in the “larger, deeper characteristics of ISW [in-school writing]” 
(p. 325). Lastly, the authors reached the conclusion that students need to be allowed and 
encouraged to take risks in their writing, both in terms of content and structure.  
Besides identifying the importance of students acquiring effective writing skills, 
the meta-analysis Rogers and Graham (2008) conducted also yielded ideas for effective 
writing practices. Among their conclusions about instructional practices that most 
improve students’ writing, they suggest the teaching of writing strategies, especially for 
struggling writers in grades two through eight, as well as direct grammar instruction to 
struggling writers in grades two, five, and six; setting clear and specific goals for 
productivity in grades two through five and eight through twelve; and teaching students 
how to form complex sentences in grades six through twelve (p. 899). Once again, 
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writer’s notebook may serve as the instructional tool through which these recommended 
strategies for “struggling” students may be taught. Buckner (2005) recognizes that, 
depending on the purpose, teachers may choose to implement writer’s notebook in 
various ways. In the end, though, she cautions that “it must be useful to the writer first, 
and the readers second” if it is to be effective (p. 5). Therefore, teachers could use 
writer’s notebook while also following the strategies recommended through the study 
from Rogers and Graham (2008). The writer’s notebook allows students to learn and 
apply strategies through their own writing. 
Buckner’s (2005) explanation of writer’s notebook serving various purposes may 
also be applied to students who do not struggle with writing. Examining the best means 
of instructing writing for gifted students, Olthouse (2012) identified findings in sharp 
contrast to those of Rogers and Graham (2008). Noting that there is often a lack of focus 
on talented writers, Olthouse interviewed eight such middle school students to gain 
insight into what motivates them in their writing. She identified teaching methods such as 
providing formulas and weighting grammar and mechanics heavily to be prohibitive to 
many of these students. Although interviews with eight students cannot provide all the 
answers, Olthouse (2012) does provide a basis for ongoing studies in teaching talented 
writers, and opens possibilities for numerous approaches, including writer’s notebook. 
Providing something of a middle ground between Olthouse (2012) and Rogers 
and Graham (2008), a study of struggling students by Regan and Berkeley (2012) 
identified specific instructional practice as the authors examined the impact of modeling 
reading and writing. Although their focus was struggling students, they are careful to note 
that the degree of the “explicitness” of modeling depends upon each student’s needs (p. 
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276). Regan and Berkeley provide questions teachers should ask themselves about 
modeling, including whether they noted when and why to use a strategy, whether all steps 
of the strategy were explicitly stated, and if they identified how to be “flexible” in using a 
strategy (p. 280). They observed an elementary teacher in his approach to modeling 
writing strategies with students during a social studies lesson. An observation of a single 
teacher implementing the modeling strategies does not provide enough research to 
necessarily validate the authors’ observations about modeling; however, they do clearly 
imply that having insight to students’ needs is invaluable during the process. As Jago 
(2014) asserts, “If we expect students to learn how to write, we need to teach them how” 
(p. 17). Teacher modeling in combination with writer’s notebook is one such way. 
Also speaking to motivating and engaging students in writing at all levels, and 
ultimately improving their writing skills, Charron, Fenton, Harris, and Procek (2012) 
authored an article in which they identified ideas for “sound” instructional practices. In 
general, they offer ideas such as the use of mentor text, taking a baseline of student 
writing, and teaching a smaller number of writing lessons that are considered to be “high 
quality lessons” (p. 66). Their article considered students in a school where the nine 
recommended approaches were implemented for students in grades two through four. 
They assessed students’ written responses to a prompt prior to the implementation of the 
recommendations and afterward. The growth in the students’ writing was evident; they 
moved from retelling the facts of a story to retelling the story with an obvious 
organizational pattern, and with style. Although not an intense study, Charron et al. 
(2012) offer ideas found through their own practice, or “action research”, which may be 
tested in classrooms with a variety of students across grade levels. Others, such as 
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Gallagher (2011), validate their reference to the use of mentor text advising, “It is 
important to show students how the teacher writes, but it is also of paramount importance 
to provide students with mentor texts so they can see how others compose” (p. 20). When 
mentor text becomes part of the regular use with writer’s notebook, students consistently 
have the opportunity to practice their writing according to specific aspects of the mentor 
text. 
The results of some studies yielded particular “principles” for effective writing 
instruction. Through a qualitative study, for example, Zumbrunn and Krause (2012) 
identified underlying “principles” leaders in the field recognize as having the greatest 
impact on effective writing instruction. Among the five principles documented here were 
the ways in which teachers convey their own beliefs, experiences, and practices regarding 
writing. In many cases, to reach this point, they note that better preparation for teaching 
writing must occur. Similar to Worthman et al. (2011), Zumbrunn and Krause (2012) 
recognize motivation, engagement, and flexibility as being integral for students to have 
positive writing experiences. Writing every day and allowing for ongoing collaboration 
round out the strategies they suggest. A limitation of this particular study lies within the 
design itself, as the recommendations Zumbrunn and Krause (2012) provide do not grow 
out of an in-depth focus on particular students or teachers they observed, but rather, out 
of their conversations with and based on studies conducted by those who are considered 
leaders in the field of writing. They set the stage, then, for such practices to be examined 
through various research methodologies. 
In some cases, it is the students themselves who create new practices. As 
Angelillo (1999) found during her observation in classrooms where teachers used writer’s 
50 
 
notebook, she reflected on a third grade teacher who demonstrated concern over the 
notebook becoming “one-dimensional” as students were “searching for ideas in the 
notebook but were not exploring its potential for anything else” (p. 31). A conversation 
with one of the students revealed that he had devised ways of using the notebook that 
extended beyond what the teacher could simply observe. As a result, the teacher’s 
thinking shifted regarding the use of the notebooks, and she began to elicit the creative 
ways in which all her students used the notebooks. By allowing students to share their 
notebook experiences with each other, the teacher was in essence, “creating a community 
of writers”, advice Elliott (2008) gives as she speaks to using writer’s notebook (p. 13). 
Visiting other classrooms, Angelillo (1999) observed teachers modeling structures 
through mentor text, having students review their writing, and revising as necessary. One 
teacher pointed out that “some of the revisions in the notebooks helped temper the 
reluctance that students have about changing their drafts” (p. 34). An example such as 
this demonstrates that writer’s notebook may be used not only to help students develop 
confidence in their writing, but also to become better prepared when they move into the 
writing process. Such development is important in light of Graham, MacArthur, and 
Fitzgerald’s (2013) explanation that the process “approach to teaching writing involves 
other instructional components such as creating routines in which students are asked to 
plan, draft, revise, and edit their text” (p. 13). As Angelillo witnessed, writer’s notebook 
can help to fulfill this function. 
Accumulating information from other studies, Graham, Gillespie, and McKeown 
(2013) also provide suggestions for instructional practices in teaching writing. These 
include the impact of having students write frequently; creating a supportive classroom 
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environment for writing; and using direct teaching methods for skills, strategies, and 
knowledge. The authors suggest that effective writing practices must be a combination of 
scientific testing of specific instructional methods as well as the study of exceptional 
literacy teachers.   
Similarly to Graham et al. (2013), Kern, Andre, Schilke, Barton, and McGuire 
(2003) provide suggestions for implementing practices that work in accordance with 
everyday instruction, rather than serving as an add-on to it. The recommendations are 
given in an effort to serve students’ educational needs without teaching to a test. The 
principles that are illustrated support the authors’ claim that students must engage in 
writing every day in order for them to truly become proficient. The principles include 
recognizing and developing student voice; encouraging active participation in writing; 
coupling direct instruction with other methods, such as grouping and conferencing; 
enhancing writing instruction through the integration of literature; and writing along with 
the students. By examining these principles in action across several classrooms, the 
authors ultimately conclude that rather than additional standards or testing, it is 
thoughtful, deliberate planning for writing instruction that will make our students better 
writers. Elliott’s (2008) perspective on writer’s notebook connects well with the concept 
of deliberate planning as she recognizes the tool as a “matter of function, not label” (p. 
2). 
Providing instruction that encourages students to take risks and develop their 
writing and critical thinking skills through the daily use of a tool such as writer’s 
notebook is enhanced through teachers delivering appropriate feedback. As Wiggins 
(2012) asserts, “Basically, feedback is information about how we are doing in our efforts 
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to reach a goal… helpful feedback is goal-referenced; tangible and transparent; 
actionable; user-friendly (specific and personalized); timely; ongoing; and consistent” 
(p.13).  Wormeli (2014) identifies the necessity for clear, focused feedback, especially 
when dealing with adolescents: 
[I]t's important that [middle school] students have a clear picture of any academic 
goal and of where they are at any moment in relation to that goal…. Many 
teachers falsely assume that judgment and evaluation spur students on. There is 
nothing motivating about seeing "B+—Very Good!" written at the top of an eight-
page paper, with no personalized feedback.” (p. 30). 
This explanation from Wormeli (2014) delineates a key difference between formatively 
assessing students and giving them a summative grade. It is not enough, however, to give 
personalized feedback unless it is, as Wiggins (2012) noted, “helpful” (p. 13). Writer’s 
notebook provides the opportunity for teachers to formatively deliver feedback to 
students, while also identifying ways in which they might adjust their instruction to better 
suit students’ needs.  
Working from the premise that our schools are becoming more diverse, and so our 
instruction should do the same, Kinloch (2011) conducted a qualitative study focused on 
gathering feedback from students regarding what is most important for getting on the 
right path for writing. Specifically, the study concentrated on feedback from two students 
from Harlem High. One of the most significant findings that impacted Kinloch in this 
study was the idea that teachers need to listen to their students’ “stories”. Ultimately, 
once that happens, they will gain better insight as to how to motivate and provide 
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meaningful expectations for student writing and meaningful, constructive feedback to 
students on that writing.  
Kinloch’s (2011) point links to reflections Thompson (2011) made based on her 
own teaching experience. Specifically, she identified ways in which she realized her 
focus on student writing, and subsequent feedback to students did not necessarily lead to 
students developing better writing skills. Thompson (2011) recalls, “My most grievous 
error was confusing good writing with good grammar…. Once I corrected their work, 
students could then rewrite their perfected papers…. Instead of students doing the work, I 
became their personal editor” (p. 59).  Such feedback on student writing demonstrates a 
point Gulley (2012) makes: “It is easy to focus on what students have done wrong and to 
make suggestions for them to fix it” (p. 21).  
 To gain a greater understanding of the role feedback can play to advance students 
in their learning, consider findings from Shute (2008) and Hattie and Timperley (2007). 
In an extensive review of the literature, Shute (2008) examined feedback from a variety 
of angles, emphasizing the reader understand the intricacies of feedback, and moving 
beyond suggesting that any one way of providing feedback is “right”. Instead, a message 
that emerges from Shute’s (2008) review is that different types of feedback along with 
different means of providing it will be appropriate depending upon the situation. For 
example, she explains the difference between “feedback verification” and “feedback 
elaboration” (p. 158). In essence, while verification basically identifies what is right or 
wrong, elaboration “usually addresses the correct answer, may explain why the selected 
response is wrong, and may indicate what the correct answer should be” (p. 159). 
Applying such feedback to writing, teachers might address what is “right” about students’ 
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work and provide guidance for ways they can build on their strengths. Teachers might 
also ask questions about aspects of students’ writing that could be improved, and provide 
examples through means such as mentor text, from which students can learn and better 
develop their skills. Shute (2008) cautions, however, that elaborated feedback does not 
translate into being “a lot” of feedback; rather, it must be focused. Additionally, teachers 
should consider the skill level of the students to whim the feedback is provided, and 
determine what type and how much will best assist learning in a way that reflects a 
differentiated approach. 
 Beyond explaining types and purposes of feedback, a central component of the 
work from Hattie and Timperley (2007) is their model of feedback. They explain: 
[T]he main purpose of feedback is to reduce discrepancies between current 
understandings and performance and a goal…. Effective feedback must answer 
three questions asked by a teacher and/or a student: Where am I going? (What are 
the goals?), How am I going? (What progress is being made toward the goal?), 
and Where to next? (What activities need to be undertaken to make better 
progress?). (p. 86) 
Connecting Shute’s (2008) point about feedback verification and feedback elaboration 
with this model of feedback from Hattie and Timperley (2007), it appears that feedback 
verification alone would not necessarily lead to answering all three questions. In fact, 
when student writing is the focus for feedback, stopping with verification does little to 
answer the questions of where the student is going or what activities are needed in order 
to make progress.  
55 
 
In order to be able to answer questions such as those posed above, teachers might 
follow Overmeyer’s (2009) advice in teaching writing, “We just need to ask the right 
questions of our students and then listen to what they have to say” (p. 23). Similar to 
Wiggins’ (2012) claim that “formative assessment, consisting of lots of feedback and 
opportunities to use that feedback, enhances performance and achievement” (p. 11), 
Overmeyer (2009) asserts, “When we think of assessment only as something that happens 
at the end of instruction, we miss many opportunities to become more effective teachers” 
(p. 28). Considering this advice as specifically geared toward writing instruction, 
Overmeyer suggests that teachers take the opportunity to respond to student writing on a 
daily basis.  
One potential obstacle to responding to students daily or even having students 
write daily is limited time allotted to writing instruction. The National Commission on 
Writing (2003) notes, “In today’s schools, writing is a prisoner of time. Learning how to 
present one’s thoughts on paper requires time. The sheer scope of skills required for 
effective writing is daunting” (p. 20). Recognizing that time is sometimes a deterrent to 
writing or providing feedback every day, Overmeyer (2009) maintains, “When we 
consider time a bit different in the context of assessment, we link time spent writing to 
achievement” (p. 15). Similarly, Woods-Groves and Hendrickson (2012) point out, “The 
success of teachers in terms of student outcomes is not strictly the result of teacher 
training programs, but what happens in the educational milieu in which  teachers work on 
a daily basis” (p. 4).  
Despite the various populations of students on which the studies have focused, the 
literature suggests the most effective instructional practices occur when teachers are most 
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familiar with their students and can guide them through feedback that will help them 
better develop their writing skills. In this way, teachers know how much scaffolding 
students need to accomplish a task, and they are better able to generate authentic writing 
tasks for their students. In turn, students will be more likely to take risks and grow in 
their writing abilities. 
Summary 
Overall, much of the literature on what constitutes “best practice” for instructing 
writing in the K-12 classrooms centers on having students write frequently, providing 
constructive, specific feedback, and engaging in authentic writing, or writing for a 
purpose. These practices appear to have the strongest impact on student engagement and 
subsequent interest in writing, resulting in their acquiring better communication and 
thinking skills. Unfortunately, writing instruction involving such practices are typically 
lacking in the system, oftentimes due the abundance of standardized testing and AYP 
requirements, limiting the amount of time and effort teachers put into writing instruction. 
As the literature notes, it is too soon to predict whether the Common Core Standards will 
help to change this direction. 
Despite the general findings, many further studies can be researched in the four 
focus areas that appear at the end of the introductory section of this literature review. For 
example, not many studies connected the importance of developing writing skills with 
critical 21st Century skills. There are also several authors mentioned throughout some of 
the studies cited here that may provide additional insight not only to practices 
recommended and recognized, but also regarding appropriate methodologies and samples 
that may be applied to a wide array of classrooms.  
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 This study was conducted to assist in addressing gaps with its focus on the 
specific practices of incorporating writer’s notebook and formative feedback to students 
as a daily practice. Generally, many of the studies have focused on instructional 
approaches to use with particular types or groups of students, but many of these 
approaches are discrete, and are not necessarily regularly integrated within daily 
instructional practice. This study was designed to contribute to the literature by 
considering the impact of a practice that is neither program-based nor geared toward any 
one type of teacher or writer. Instead, this study was built around a practical way of 
delivering instruction that may assist teachers at all levels and in all subjects to 
adequately prepare students to become skillful writers and 21st century citizens. 
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
Introduction 
 
Since the inception of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) in 2001, educators have 
worked to identify the best methods to meet accountability standards as required through 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). With AYP focused mainly on reading and math, the 
importance of teaching writing has shifted to the background (Alliance for Excellent 
Education, 2007). Additionally, for the past ten years, the emphasis has been on 
summative assessment, that is, state standardized tests. This emphasis has done little to 
promote the regular, daily instruction of writing, including the use of “formative 
assessment”, or as Stiggins (2005) suggests, “Assessment FOR learning” (p. 327).  
Through such an approach, teachers regularly and informally assess student learning in 
order to adjust instruction and scaffold learning as necessary, thus allowing all students to 
achieve success.  Among the mix of qualitative and quantitative studies which provide 
insight to recommended best practices related to writing instruction, several demonstrate 
that teachers implement such practices inconsistently across grade levels and with 
students who demonstrate various levels of writing abilities. The lack of consistency may 
result from teachers’ comfort level with instructing writing (Graham et al. 2013), time 
constraints and other priorities (Cutler & Graham 2008),  or the district’s assigned 
curriculum (McCarthey & Ro 2011). 
Typically in school districts, the curriculum goes through a process of research, 
discussion, writing, and approval before making its way into the classroom. At that point, 
teachers usually have the opportunity to determine what instructional methodologies they 
will use to deliver that curriculum. The purpose of this study was to examine data on the 
impact to middle level teachers as they implement the use of writer’s notebook through 
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different levels of delivery and provide formative feedback to students when instructing 
writing. As teachers consider how to approach curriculum and instruction, including in 
the area of writing, the following research questions become especially important for 
consideration. 
The general, overarching objective for this study was to examine how teachers 
would view the regular use of formative feedback through the practice of writer’s 
notebook in terms of whether it is a manageable and effective tool for teaching writing. 
To this end, the research questions for consideration were: 
Research Question 1: How do teachers perceive writer’s notebook as impacting 
the culture of how writing is instructed? 
Research Question 2: Do practices related to providing feedback change over the 
course of implementing writer’s notebook? 
Research Question 3: Do district writing assessment results in January 2015 
demonstrate a significant change from student scores in September 2014? 
The following information in this chapter identifies the mixed-methods research 
design of this study, along with the rationale for that chosen design. Other information 
includes insight to the study’s target population and the participants, as well as to the site 
of the study, and the means for obtaining access to the site. The research methodology 
section then provides an overview of the strategies the researcher used to collect the data, 
the data analysis procedures, and the timeline for the data collection. The chapter 
concludes by presenting several ethical considerations regarding the researcher’s work 
with the participants and conducting the study as a whole. 
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Research Design and Rationale 
The research for this study was mixed-methods, using both qualitative and 
quantitative data, and case study as the approach. Several experts provided insight to 
conducting the case study. Creswell (2013) explains general characteristics of the case 
study, describing it as a “bounded system (case) or multiple systems (cases) over time” 
(p. 97).  Creswell also explains the difference between the single bounded case and the 
multiple case approach. This research demonstrated a single instrument case study, as the 
particular focus was within one school, examining the delivery of an instructional 
strategy for teaching writing. The teachers’ experience with implementing that strategy 
was the bounded case. As explained in the following section, the researcher collected the 
data through several means, an important characteristic of the case study. Tellis (1997) 
emphasizes the importance of collecting such data “to bring out the details from the 
viewpoint of the participants” (para. 1).    
In conducting the study, the researcher also considered Yin’s (2009) explanation 
of the differences between a theoretical and process framework for the case study. This 
study aligned more closely with the theoretical framework; its purpose was to “develop 
new knowledge” about the process of implementing particular instructional strategies 
with writing (p. 257). The researcher anticipated developing this case study to guide her 
in making future decisions about introducing instructional techniques to teachers and 
contributing to the literature by providing information on this focused approach to writing 
instruction.  
The case study is the logical approach for several reasons. First, as noted above, 
the experts’ explanations of the case study connect with the purpose and methodologies 
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the researcher used. The concentrated focus of teachers from a single grade level within a 
single setting, and with various levels of experience in implementing writer’s notebook, 
along with the multiple sources of data from the participants’ perspective, contributed to 
the rationale for using case study. The researcher also sought to “make [her] findings as 
robust as possible” through the use of triangulation (Yin, 2004, p. 9). In this study, the 
researcher triangulated the data by coordinating the multiple sources of data to identify 
emerging themes from participants related to their experiences implementing writer’s 
notebook. Through this process, she also determined whether there was consistency in 
findings among the types of data collected. Specifically, this data included qualitative 
sources in the form of interviews, classroom observations, and teacher feedback samples. 
Along with these were quantitative sources, surveys and student writing assessment 
results. Ultimately, the researcher provided the “story” of the participants to inform the 
literature. Therefore, the choice of focusing on teachers and their instructional practices 
in teaching writing was a more suitable focus than student achievement would have been; 
although, as indicated, the researcher, in part, examined whether the implementation of 
writer’s notebook correlates with observed growth in students’ writing skills. 
The choice of middle level teachers also supported the chosen methodology. First, 
this is the point at which student writing should be moving well beyond a focus on 
handwriting or grammar and conventions. This is a stage in students’ lives in which self-
expression becomes especially important as they strive to identify their own uniqueness 
(American Psychological Association, 2002). The writer’s notebook should provide a 
safe place for these students to work through such self-expression. In fact, because 
writer’s notebook becomes a repository for students’ writing, it can lead to them having 
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choices about topics and writing pieces they wish to develop. As Rief (2005) suggests, in 
particular for adolescents, it is important to give “choices about the kind and format of 
writing they do [so they] make a commitment to that writing” (p. 64). A second point is 
that, practically speaking, middle level students are at a time in their educational careers 
in which they need to develop their skills in anticipation of expectations they will 
encounter in high school. Finally, in this setting, the different professional responsibilities 
of the participants allowed the researcher to examine writer’s notebook implementation at 
different levels. Two of the seventh grade English teachers implemented writer’s 
notebook fully, as a regular part of their instruction. The third English teacher 
implemented it partially, that is, as an instructional strategy, but not as frequently as the 
other two. The last participant was a gifted and support teacher, who coordinated 
instruction with a reading teacher or a special education teacher. Her contracted 
assignment only allowed her to implement writer’s notebook on a limited basis, when it 
was convenient for the classroom teachers’ classes. The variation in teaching assignments 
among the participants allowed for another component to the study, which contributed to 
the robust findings. 
Site and Population 
Merriam (2009) tells us that “nonprobability sampling is the method of choice for 
most qualitative researchers” (p. 77). This study followed these guidelines, using a 
convenience sample of four middle level teachers of subject areas with a direct link to 
literacy. The sample is also purposeful as the participants and the site were selected 
because, as Creswell (2013) describes, “they can purposefully inform an understanding of 
the research problem and central phenomenon in the study” (p. 156). The sample was 
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drawn from a population that includes teachers of English in regular education and 
special education settings, as well as a gifted support teacher who also supports other 
teachers.  
Within this population, those who teach English have primary responsibility for 
instructing writing in the modes of opinion/argument, informational, and narrative. They 
occasionally incorporate literature in carrying out their instruction. The gifted and support 
teacher instructs classes with the reading and special education teachers as needed. In 
addition, she works with reading teachers to focus on literature in order to teach a variety 
of literary structures and elements, including to students who may struggle with reading, 
as well as with those who receive gifted services. When working with special education 
teachers, she assists them with their responsibilities for teaching the grade level 
curriculum to specific students in separate classrooms from the mainstream. 
Varying degrees of experience implementing writer’s notebook existed across the 
sample within this study. One teacher initially had little to no experience with its use and 
another completed her master’s thesis with a focus on writer’s notebook. The seventh 
grade teachers previously had built a single unit around writer’s notebook within their 
curriculum. Through this study, these teachers incorporated the practice throughout their 
units of study. 
 The study occurred in a largely suburban school district in Northeastern 
Pennsylvania, where the average household income among the approximately 135,000 
residents is $105,000. The district’s 5,000 students are educated within eight buildings, 
and the district is typically characterized as “high performing”. While under the auspices 
of NCLB, a high percentage of students met the required AYP targets, and except for the 
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high school, district schools regularly met AYP targets overall. Since the state received a 
waiver from NCLB requirements in 2013, schools now receive an accountability score 
through a School Performance Profile (SPP), which provides insight to achievement and 
growth in the state’s schools. The district’s baseline scores from 2012-2013 continued to 
demonstrate student success; all but one building among the eight schools, earned SPP 
scores of over 90%. 
Many within the district identify it as “traditional” in terms of its approach to 
teaching and learning. Programs and textbooks guide much of the curriculum, and the 
different levels of ability grouping that exist for most core subject areas in high school 
begins for students in grades seven and eight. Each participating English teacher instructs 
one group of students in the honors track, along with four “academic” track classes. 
Although the school identifies these academic courses as “heterogeneously grouped”, 
they do not include special education students with the greatest needs for service, and the 
total number of English Language Learners (ELLs) are low. As a result, the students in 
these classes are actually more homogenous. Writing instruction, delivered specifically 
by English teachers, has generally occurred by focusing on specific skills; guiding 
students through a writing process; assessing through a district prompt; and providing 
feedback with a score, based on guidelines from the state’s writing rubric.  
Although the state test results have typically demonstrated that the students score 
well overall, district administrators and teachers have considered whether their reputation 
for excellence will continue under the state’s new focus on student growth. As a result, 
teachers are currently in the midst of revisiting curriculum and instructional strategies as 
they plan for meeting the requirements of the new PA Core Standards, and prepare their 
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students for the new version of the state assessments. Taking these goals into 
consideration, a district-level administrative team, new within the past two years, has 
been working to define the district’s vision and to help teachers and staff embrace that 
vision in moving forward to grow in teaching and learning. 
In general, site access did not raise issues for the researcher, as she is a central 
office administrator in the district that houses the school where the study occurred. As the 
study began, she had been in the district for one year, but during that time, developed 
relationships with teachers and other administrators in order to be able to function well on 
a daily basis. Therefore, accessing the teachers and the principal, as necessary, was not 
problematic.  
Research Methods 
Description of Each Method Used 
 Given the case study approach for this research, several methods were involved 
for data collection. An educational professional who has implemented and overseen the 
practice in a different district trained participating teachers on specific strategies for 
implementing writer’s notebook on a daily basis, and for providing formative feedback to 
students. The methods used for capturing information from various data sources are 
outlined in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Data Collection Methods in Relation to Participant Selection 
Data Collection 
Method 
Instrument 
Description 
Participant Selection Data Collection 
Timeline 
Interviews Semi-structured, 
open-ended 
questions 
Full and limited 
implementers 
Conducted three 
times 
Observations Researcher visited 
teachers’ 
classrooms 
Full and limited 
implementers 
Full implementers- 
four times; limited 
implementer- twice 
Feedback Samples Teacher feedback 
provided on student 
writing 
Full and limited 
implementers 
Varied according to 
writing assignments 
Survey The Classroom 
Teacher Survey on 
Writing Instruction 
(SWPRSC) 
Full, partial, and 
limited 
implementers 
Once at the 
beginning and once 
at the end of the 
study 
Writing Assessment District On-demand 
assessment 
Full and partial 
implementers 
September 2014 and 
January 2015 
 
 
 
There are specific details that further explain these data collection methods. The 
interviews were a primary source of the data collection. The initial interview and the 
concluding interview provided insight to teachers’ preferred practices when instructing 
writing and their experience with using writer’s notebook and providing formative 
feedback. As demonstrated in Appendices A and C, these interviews were aligned, but 
included questions to distinguish between teachers’ experiences at the onset of the study 
and at its conclusion. The researcher arranged the interviews through a letter transmitted 
electronically to each participant, asking him/her to choose a date and time within a 
specific timeframe for the interviews. Both the initial and the concluding interviews were 
scheduled for 30 minutes, and pseudonyms were assigned to the participants. The second 
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interview, conducted midway through the study, served a different purpose than the other 
two. As indicated in Appendix B, this interview provided the researcher with information 
related to the types of ongoing professional development support teachers needed during 
the implementation of writer’s notebook. The feedback informed whether there was a 
need to have the trainer return to assist any or all of the participants in moving forward, 
or if the researcher needed to provide other resources to teachers. 
The researcher conducted another method of qualitative data collection through 
classroom observations. This data collection involved visits to each full implementer’s 
four times for no more than 20 minutes each time, unless the teacher asked her to stay 
longer. The researcher visited the limited implementer’s classes only twice, due to this 
teacher’s different schedule and availability. The researcher always checked with the 
participants to ensure her visits were not disruptive to the class, but found this was never 
an issue. During the visits, the researcher noted her observations in a book, identifying 
specific implementation strategies as outlined in Appendix D. Specifically, she logged 
examples of evidence she recognized in the teacher’s facilitation of writer’s notebook; 
connections that were made, either by the teacher or students, between reading and 
writing; and the type of feedback the teacher provided. These were all areas on which the 
teachers had received training. 
Examining artifacts played an additional role in the data collection process. The 
researcher focused on a particular artifact for this study, participants’ written feedback to 
students about their writing. Collecting these artifacts involved choice on the part of the 
participants. Specifically, teachers submitted to the researcher copies of feedback they 
provided students over time. The participants did not provide samples according to the 
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researcher’s initial guidelines as outlined in Appendix E, since they did not provide 
feedback in the students’ notebooks. One of the full implementers provided a copy of her 
comments to a total of 45 students from all five classes representing two different points 
in time. One student from each class period was consistent throughout. The other full 
implementer provided two samples each from seven students. The samples were from 
two different teacher-developed summative assessments, along with her feedback to 
them. The limited implementer shared her feedback through providing the researcher a 
link to Google Docs ©. Here the researcher reviewed the teacher’s feedback to eight 
students on drafts they had written to provide either a reflective analysis or a personal 
memoir. The differences in the types of samples that each participant submitted 
prohibited the researcher from her original goal of tracking whether the student 
responded to the feedback in his/her writing and how the teacher adjusted feedback to the 
student.  The researcher did, however, track how the participants provided the feedback, 
and what type of feedback was reflected—substantive or corrective. Substantive feedback 
is that which asked questions to cause the students to think more deeply about their 
writing; focused on helping students grow in their skills; and reflected, to the teacher, the 
positive ways in which students were ready to expand their writing skills. Corrective 
feedback was centered more on the grammatical and mechanical aspects of student 
writing.  
One of the quantitative methods of collecting data involved a survey developed by 
the Southwest Plains Regional Service Center (SWPRSC), The Classroom Teacher 
Survey on Writing Instruction, referenced in Appendix F. All participants completed this 
survey at the beginning and again at the end of the study to determine if there were any 
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differences in responses over the course of implementing writer’s notebook. The survey 
used a Likert scale to measure teaching styles and attitudes within eight components 
related to writing instruction. The SWPRSC identified these components: 
1. Teach how to construct effective paragraphs and essays;  
2. Create effective writing prompts; 
3. Teach language of rubrics and the six traits; 
4. Read, score, and justify scores on papers;  
5. Teach focused revision strategies;  
6. Participate personally in writing process;  
7. Read a variety of materials to demonstrate writing quality; 
8. Students set goals and monitor progress.  
The researcher informed participants that responses to component three regarding 
teaching the language of rubrics and the six traits was optional, as this data would not be 
included in results since it was not a focus area for this study. Each survey component 
included between five and seven statements the SWPRSC associated with that 
component. In response to each statement, participants chose from the following 
indicators: zero (never); one (once or twice a year); two (once or twice a semester); three 
(once or twice a month); four (once or twice a week) five (daily).  
Participants received the PDF survey through e-mail, and either scanned it and 
returned it electronically, or sent it back to the researcher in hard copy. Administering the 
survey at the beginning of the study and again at the end corresponded with the timing of 
the two main interviews for the full and limited implementers. As with the interviews, 
pseudonyms were assigned to the participants in order to maintain confidentiality, while 
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allowing the researcher to make necessary connections. The researcher summarized the 
data from the surveys, noting variations between the initial responses and the final 
responses. 
During her analysis, the researcher conducted a Factor Analysis to identify any 
patterns of correlations within sets of variables. As the original instrument was separated 
into factors, it was important to determine if this study’s participants responded in a way 
that suggested the factors were similar to the original.  Ultimately, the researcher 
determined three factors through the analysis. Given that there were four respondents, the 
factors she determined may not be generalized. All survey results were also used as part 
of the triangulation with the qualitative data sources. 
The last part of the data collection came from a comparison of the scores students 
earned on the district-developed on-demand writing assessment. This formative 
assessment is administered annually in September and again in January. Teachers use the 
Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) writing rubric to score the assessment 
according to the domains of content, focus, organization, style, and conventions. The 
district-adopted version of this rubric appears in Appendix K.  The researcher collected 
assessment scores from students in classrooms of the full and partial implementers, the 
seventh grade English teachers. This allowed her to identify whether there were 
significant differences between the scores overall and across the different teachers’ 
classrooms. In order to analyze the results, the researcher conducted an ANOVA to 
compare the means across the teachers’ classrooms of students, and to identify any 
statistical differences.  
 
71 
 
Data Analysis Procedures 
 In conducting semi-structured interviews as one of the key data sources, the 
researcher followed advice from both Creswell (2013) and Merriam (2009). Specifically, 
Creswell describes the “data analysis spiral” which takes the researcher through the 
process of collecting data; managing data; reading and memoing; describing, classifying, 
and interpreting; and representing and visualizing (p. 183). All of these steps become 
important precursors to reporting the data. Describing the “step-by-step process of 
analysis”, Merriam speaks in terms of “categories” and offers recommendations for 
constructing, sorting, and naming categories. Additionally, she explains, “The 
construction of categories is highly inductive” (p. 183). To accurately portray the results 
from the initial interviews and from the final interviews for this study, the researcher 
borrowed from the insights of both scholars.  
After recording and transcribing each interview, the researcher followed 
Creswell’s (2013) framework by reading and providing memos on the conversation. 
Furthermore, out of this work, she described, classified, and interpreted the information 
before capturing several terms that helped her identify different themes. Moving through 
the process, she was mindful of Merriam’s (2009) recommendation to keep the categories 
“manageable”, and to remember that as she notes, “Categories are the answers to your 
research questions(s)” (p. 185).  
Within each of the remaining data sources, as identified in Table 1, the researcher 
had specific items she looked for as being consistent across all participants. Central 
points of interest included any noticeable differences in teaching; observations related to 
student learning and development of writing skills; challenges in implementing writer’s 
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notebook; and examples of formative feedback teachers provided throughout the study. 
The researcher tracked the data sources from each teacher separately, and then put the 
results into a common chart. Throughout the process, teachers’ responses were coded. 
Ultimately, all data was triangulated through verifying the identified codes and themes 
from the various data sources. 
Creswell (2013) explains several means through which multiple data sources can 
be corroborated. Three specific means apply to the researcher in this study. One is 
“clarifying researcher bias” (p. 251). Being cognizant of the potential for such bias, the 
researcher used “member checking” throughout the process (Creswell, 2013, p. 252). 
This is the method whereby the researcher shared her interpretation of what she was 
viewing in the data with the participants to ensure accuracy. She also had a trusted 
colleague review her data and provide feedback if there were areas that expressed bias. 
Finally, the researcher used “rich, thick description” in conveying her analysis so that, as 
Creswell (2103) says, “Detail can emerge through physical description, movement 
description, and activity description” (p. 252). The data collection methods allow for all 
of this description, and the analysis must reflect it. 
Stages of Data Collection 
 In order to remain within an appropriate timeframe for the study’s completion, the 
researcher followed a specific timeline for data collection. There were two essential 
aspects to the timeframe for data collection which the researcher addressed throughout 
the study. First, because the collection could not begin until after the end of the first 
marking period, the interview questions were framed in a way that recognized teachers 
had begun to implement writer’s notebook or other practices related to writing instruction 
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prior to data collection.  Additionally, the timing of the interview conducted in order to 
gain insight to participants’ professional development needs was critical, as teachers had 
to be given enough time to be able to identify what their needs might be. Then, depending 
upon the needs, the researcher had to effectively coordinate the timing for bringing in the 
trainer to provide any necessary assistance, or acquiring any additional resources that 
teachers would find helpful. Through the regular classroom visits, the researcher also 
became aware if any adjustments had to be made to the timeframe for the interviews and 
possibly bringing in the trainer. Ultimately, such additional training did not occur. 
Ethical Considerations 
 As an indirect supervisor of the study’s participants, the researcher had several 
potential ethical issues to consider. Bloomberg and Volpe (2012) remind researchers that 
“ethical issues can arise in all phases of the research process: data collection, data 
analysis and interpretation, and dissemination of the research findings” (p. 111). For this 
study, one of the most challenging ethical issues the researcher faced was through the 
data collection. As an indirect supervisor of the teacher participants, she had to make 
particular efforts not to place any undue pressure on the teachers, and to ensure them 
there would be no repercussions if they were to deviate from the expected 
implementation of writer’s notebook, or decide to stop using the instructional practice 
altogether. In order to provide this safeguard, the researcher included this information in 
the consent form each participant received (Appendix G). Furthermore, the researcher 
guaranteed anonymity by using pseudonyms for the participants and by not using any 
specific identifiers, beyond general demographic information related to the school or 
district. 
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 Given the various types of data the researcher collected, she identified approaches 
to safely and securely collect and store the data. Specifically, a high-quality audio-
recorder was used for interviewing participants, and a notebook dedicated to the study 
was secured for any handwritten notes the researcher recorded throughout the data 
collection process. The researcher only used pseudonyms when collecting data. When not 
in use, the recorder and the notes were stored in an electronic compact safe, with 
password-coding. Other artifacts, such as notes from classroom observations, as well as 
copies of feedback teachers provided to students, were stored in this safe as well. 
Additionally, the researcher transcribed all data electronically on her home desktop 
computer, and encrypted each document to be password protected. Using an external hard 
drive, the researcher backed up the data, and stored the drive in the password-protected 
safe.    The collection, review, and interpretation of the data by the researcher was 
objective and mindful of any bias from previously working with the writer’s notebook. 
Following Merriam’s (2009) advice, the researcher conducted member checks and 
triangulated data. To conduct member checks, after summarizing the data from the 
interviews, the researcher verified with the individual participants that what she had 
recorded was, in fact, what they said. Furthermore, because she conducted an interview at 
three points of the study, administered a survey, conducted observations, and reviewed 
artifacts, she had data to triangulate. One final safeguard for this aspect was to engage 
another person in reviewing the data to confirm the researcher was objective in her 
interpretations. The person who assists the researcher in data review regularly assisted in 
this capacity. Additionally, because the researcher did not want to view any student 
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names associated with scores, she asked a colleague provide the writing scores in a 
spreadsheet without student identifiers.  
 Most obviously, the dissemination of the study’s results is occurring through 
publishing the dissertation; however, the researcher is also sharing her findings with the 
teacher participants. As this study has the potential to serve a useful purpose within the 
district, the researcher has discussed findings with the participants, following the study, 
offering teachers the opportunity to provide additional feedback and insights based on the 
data. Although much of this information has become evident through the data collection 
results, in order to maintain professional connections and remain focused on instruction 
and learning, the researcher has continued to interact in a meaningful way with the 
participants following the conclusion of the study.  
Summary 
Recognizing that data collected along with the researcher’s interactions with the 
participants has the potential to influence instructional and curricular decisions 
throughout the district, the ethical issues were at the forefront of the researcher’s thinking 
during the study. Being aware of and planning for dealing effectively with potential 
ethical issues was only the beginning. The researcher continually referenced authorities 
such as Creswell (2013) and Merriam (2009) to ensure all aspects of the study from 
explaining its purpose; through data collection; and the subsequent discussions with 
participants remained honest, confidential, and professional.  
 
 
 
76 
 
Chapter 4: Findings, Results, and Interpretations 
Introduction 
 
 This dissertation examined three different ways in which teachers implemented 
writer’s notebook in one public intermediate school. Three full-time seventh grade 
English teachers and one gifted and support teacher for seventh grade students 
participated in this study. The three English teachers had the primary responsibility for 
delivering instruction to the students in their classes. The fourth teacher provided literacy 
support in other teachers’ classrooms.  
There were three variations of the writer’s notebook method implemented for this 
study: (a) full implementation of the writer’s notebook including training, pre/post 
surveys, ongoing focused dialogues, and student assessment; (b) partial implementation, 
including pre/post surveys, no focused dialogues, and student assessment; and (c) limited 
implementation, including training, pre/post surveys,  occasional focused dialogues, and 
no student assessment. Of the four participants, two of the seventh grade English teachers 
were involved in full implementation; one seventh grade English teacher was involved in 
partial implementation; and the literacy support teacher was involved in limited 
implementation. Data collected from the participants across these variations provided 
insight to the following research questions. 
 Research Question 1: How do teachers perceive writer’s notebook as impacting 
the culture of how writing is instructed?  
 Research Question 2: Do practices related to providing feedback change over the 
course of implementing writer’s notebook? 
 Research Question 3: Do district writing assessment results in January 2015 
demonstrate a statistically significant change from student scores in September 2014? 
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A mixed-methods approach was important to this study, as according to Maxwell 
(2013), using triangulation lessens the possibility that “conclusions reflect only the biases 
of a specific method, and allows you to gain a more secure understanding of the issues 
you are investigating” (p. 102). The study’s quantitative data came from teacher pre and 
post surveys which focused on instructional practices for writing and from student results 
on district writing prompts administered twice during the school year. The qualitative 
data evolved from three semi-structured interviews, observations of classes during 
writing instruction, and samples of feedback teachers provided to students. Each of these 
data sources related directly to at least one of the research questions. Specifically, the 
interviews contributed to providing information applicable to how teachers perceive 
writer’s notebook as impacting the culture of how writing is instructed. Teacher feedback 
to student writing, the researchers’ classroom observations, and the pre and post surveys 
were reviewed to inform whether the implementation of writer’s notebook promotes 
teacher feedback that is formative rather than corrective. The district’s on-demand 
writing assessments rounded out data that contributed to the research questions by 
informing whether there was significant change in student writing results between 
September 2014 and February 2015.  
In addition to connections with the research questions, the data sources were also 
essential in capturing the scope of the study’s conceptual framework, which considered 
the implementation of writer’s notebook as a result of combining the impact of the 
Pennsylvania Core Standards; teachers’ background and professional development; 
formative and summative assessments, and feedback for student writing. Following the 
information below about the participants, the “findings” section provides details related 
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to the each of the data sources and their connections with the research questions. The 
chapter concludes with interpretations of the results and a brief summary. 
Participants  
Table 2 demonstrates the participation within each of the three variations of 
writer’s notebook implementation. Table 2 also provides information regarding the 
participants’ years of teaching experience and the specific aspects of the study in which 
they participated. All of the participants attended the writer’s notebook training in June 
2014, and they all participated in the pre and post surveys. Although the table shows that 
Beth participated in two aspects of the study in which Rita did not participate, Beth’s 
implementation was limited as she did not have students to whom she could administer 
the writing assessment, and both the student feedback samples she could provide and the 
observations the researcher was able to conduct with her were minimal.  
 
 
Table 2. Participants across Variations of Writer’s Notebook Implementation 
Name* Variation of 
Implementation 
Years of 
Teaching** 
Interviews Observations Student 
Assessments 
Student 
Feedback 
Ann Full 1 X X X X 
Beth Limited 3 X X  X 
Jill Full 2 X X X X 
Rita Partial 1   X  
Note. *= All are pseudonyms, **= Participants’ years of teaching experience are 
represented as: (1) seven to ten years; (2) eleven to fifteen years; (3) more than 15 years. 
 
 
With regard to the different levels of implementation, the amount of time each 
participant spent specifically instructing with writer’s notebook is a final point worth 
noting. During a typical week of instruction, the full implementers, Ann and Jill, and the 
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partial implementer, Rita, had a total of 225 minutes with each of their classes. That is, 
they taught for five days per week, for 45 minutes per class period. During this time, Ann 
and Jill spent between 45 and 65 of those 225 minutes focused on writer’s notebook, 
while Rita reported an average of just less than 25 minutes per week. Beth, the limited 
implementer, addressed her writer’s notebook instruction within eight writing lessons. 
During these lessons, which totaled 360 minutes, she reported spending approximately 
240 minutes directly on writer’s notebook instruction. It is evident then, that each of the 
implementers guided student writing through the use of writer’s notebook, but no one 
reported using it every day.  
Findings 
Quantitative Data Sources 
 Teacher surveys and student results from district writing assessments comprised 
the two sources of quantitative data collected for this study. The district writing 
assessments alone offered insight to research question three, while the surveys worked in 
conjunction with two of the qualitative data sources to answer research question two. A 
description of each of the quantitative data sources follows. 
 Teacher Surveys. The researcher used the Classroom Teacher Survey on Writing 
Instruction (Appendix F), which was developed through the Southwest Plains Regional 
Service Center (SWPRSC) for both the pre and the post surveys in order to identify if 
there were any differences in responses over the course of implementing writer’s 
notebook. Using this resource for the pre and post surveys assisted the researcher in 
identifying whether there was any statistical difference between responses, depending 
upon the method of implementing writer’s notebook.  
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In order to analyze the survey results, the researcher first conducted a factor 
analysis. The factor analysis allowed the researcher to identify any underlying variables 
that explained the pattern of correlations within a set of observed variables. With a focus 
on seven of the eight components from the original survey, the factor analysis reduced 
these seven focus components to three, which the researcher defined as follows: 
Factor 1: Using writing models, with time for analysis and student self-reflection 
Factor 2: Teaching effective writing strategies with an emphasis on audience, 
revision and feedback; and 
Factor 3: Focusing on reviewing and practicing different forms of writing  
A nominal number of statements from both the pre and the post survey correlated with 
each of the factors.  Nine correlated with factor one, three correlated with factor two, and 
one correlated with factor three. After conducting the factor analysis, the researcher ran 
Paired Samples T-tests across pre and post statements that consistently appeared in each 
of the three factors in order to examine whether any statistical differences (<.05) existed 
between the pre and the post survey responses, demonstrating a potential relationship 
between implementing writer’s notebook and how teachers perceived their writing 
instruction. The Paired Samples T-test Correlation results demonstrated that two 
statements had a statistical difference between the pre and the post surveys, as shown in 
Table 3.  
 The statement that showed a correlation with Factor 1 demonstrated that teachers 
grew in terms of the time they took to guide students through reflections on the quality of 
writing in various subject areas. The statistical difference here is consistent with 
particular information gathered during interviews. Specifically, the two full implementers 
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mentioned using writer’s notebook to make stronger connections between reading and 
writing, and perhaps eventually using the notebooks to connect with other subject areas. 
The statement that correlated with Factor 2 and showed a statistical difference between 
the pre and post surveys focused on providing students with specific prompts and 
instructing on the importance of audience. In this case, the statistical difference 
demonstrates consistency with data the researcher collected during an observation of 
Ann, one of the full implementers, when she engaged the students in an activity focused 
on changes in writing according to audience.  
 
 
Table 3. Significance in Pre and Post Survey Statements—Factors 1 and 2 
Statement N Correlation Significance* 
I take my time with my class 
to discuss and analyze the 
quality of writing they 
encounter in their reading 
assignments for various 
subject areas (e.g., science, 
math, social studies). [Factor 
1] 
4 .968 .032 
When I give writing 
assignments to students, I 
create and provide specific 
prompts for them to write 
toward, including 
identification of the audience 
and purpose for the writing. 
[Factor 2] 
4 .962 .038 
Note. *= <.05 
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District Writing Assessments. Student results on a district writing assessment 
provided the second piece of quantitative data collected during the study. These “on-
demand” writing assessments, administered twice during the school year, are formative in 
nature. Teachers provide a topic and instruct students to write to the prompt within a class 
period. For this study, the researcher collected student data from the full and partial 
implementation groups.  Students first took the assessments in September 2014 to 
establish a baseline of their proficiency in the five writing domains: focus, content, 
organization, style, and conventions. The prompt for this assessment was informational, 
asking students to explain what their perfect summer vacation would be, what they would 
do, and why (Appendix I). Teachers administered another assessment in January 2015 to 
measure student progress within the domains. The second prompt was argumentative in 
nature, as students were required to consider the school board as their audience, and to 
argue for or against implementing school uniforms (Appendix J).  Although the 
September and January writing modes were different, the domains on which teachers 
scored their students remained the same. Following each assessment, the English teachers 
worked together to score the writing based on a district rubric as provided in Appendix K. 
Before identifying potential areas of growth in students’ writing, the researcher 
tested for normal distribution of students across the three teachers’ classes. There are five 
categories of students across the distribution:  
1. Those with an Individualized Educational Plan (IEP); 
2. Those who have 540 Plans; 
3. Those for whom English is a second language (ELL); 
4. Those identified as gifted; and 
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5. Those who are general/academic students.  
The categories IEP and 504 Plan distinguish between those students who receive special 
education services, having been identified with disabilities that led to the development of 
an IEP, and those who did not meet classifications for an IEP, but who still require 
additional assistance in school.  
While school administrators regularly attempt to distribute students equitably 
according to backgrounds and abilities across all classrooms, a statistical analysis was 
necessary to verify the distribution. The overall distribution of student groups, as well as 
the numbers and percentages within each teacher’s class is presented in Table 4. The 
percentages show the greatest discrepancies with distribution of subgroups are within the 
gifted, the IEP, and the ELL subgroups. Across classes instructed by Rita, who partially 
implemented writer’s notebook, gifted students represented only 6.3% of her total student 
population. This percentage is just less than four points below the overall distribution, 
and is half of the percentage of gifted students across Ann and Jill’s classes, where 
writer’s notebook was fully implemented. In examining numbers of IEP students, this 
subgroup was at 3.6% in Rita’s classes, which is slightly more than three points below 
the grade level percent. Conversely, 10% of the students in Ann’s classes were IEP 
students, which is greater than 3% of the total distribution across the three seventh grade 
classes. Only Jill’s classes with 6.3% were similar to the grade level distribution of IEP 
students. Representing a small percentage of the seventh grade students overall, the ELL 
percentages also show a slightly imprecise distribution across classes for the three 
teachers. In this case, Rita’s classes held 5.4% of the ELL students, more than two points 
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greater than the 3.2% overall distribution, while the percentages of ELL students in Ann 
and Jill’s classes were 2% and 1.8%, respectively. 
 
 
Table 4. Student Subgroup Frequencies and Percentages throughout Seventh Grade and 
for Individual Teachers 
 Frequency  Percentage 
Subgroup All 
Students 
Ann Jill Rita  All 
Students 
Ann Jill  Rita 
Gifted 34 12 15 7  10.2% 12% 13.5% 6.3% 
Academic 250 74 86 90  77% 74% 76.6% 81.1% 
504 Plan 7 2 1 4  2.8% 2% 1% 3.6% 
IEP 21 10 7 4  6.8% 10% 6.3% 3.6% 
ELL 11 2 3 6  3.2% 2% 1.8% 5.4% 
Total 323 100 112 111  100% 31% 34.4% 34.6% 
 
 
 
The researcher analyzed scores first by computing variables to measure changes 
between the baseline writing assessment administered to the 323 students in September 
2014 and the January 2015 assessment. Using this new variable that included the change 
scores for the 323 students, she conducted an ANOVA to compare the means across the 
three teachers’ classrooms of students and to identify any statistical differences. She then 
used a repeated measures analysis for each domain. In each assessment, students’ scores 
ranged from zero to four in each domain. A zero represents a response that was “off-
prompt” and therefore, is only possible within the focus domain. Per the Pennsylvania 
Department of Education (PDE) guidelines, a score of one is “below basic,” two is 
“basic,” three is “proficient,” and four is “advanced” in the given domain. Table 5 
presents a summary of the one-way ANOVA for each domain; it shows the difference in 
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the mean between the first and second administration of the prompt, the ratio in variance 
between groups (F), and whether the change in mean is significant at the <.05 level. 
 
Table 5. Changes in Mean Score per Domain in On-demand Writing Assessments 
between September 2014 and January 2015 
Domain Mean F Significance* 
Focus .0844 4.911 .008 
Content -.0063 2.544 .080 
Organization .4063 1.199 .303 
Style .0281 6,884 .001 
Conventions .0157 3.309 .038 
Note. *= <.05 
 
 
As shown in Table 5, a statistical difference in means (<.05) between the first and the 
second administration of the on-demand writing assessment was evident for the domains 
of focus, style, and conventions. It is notable that, while the ANOVA did not show a 
statistically significant difference in scores in content, students’ overall results in this 
domain decreased between the first and second on-demand administration. The change in 
writing mode, from informational to argumentative writing could at least partially explain 
this negative change.  
Focusing on the three domains in which there were statistically significant 
differences in the change in means, the researcher conducted a generalized linear model 
procedure for each in order to determine within which classrooms the differences existed. 
The data represents results from students in classes of the full and the partial 
implementer. Data from the limited implementer could not be included, as she did not 
have her own class of students in which she directly instructed writing. Using a repeated 
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measures approach provided insight to the teachers’ classrooms in which the statistically 
significant differences in the domains of focus, style, and conventions were most evident. 
Figures 2, 3, and 4 illustrate the results over time per the assigned teacher. As 
demonstrated, positive changes in mean are inconsistent across the two full implementers 
of writer’s notebook, and the partial implementer.  
In the focus domain, represented in Figure 2, students in classes of the partial 
implementer, Rita, began at the highest point of all three teachers, with a mean at just 
below 3.4 on the first assessment. Students in classes of the two full implementers, Ann 
and Jill, began and ended at almost identical points. In both cases, the means of their 
student scores in focus were just below 3.1, but on the second assessment, student scores 
increased to around 3.25. While neither Ann nor Jill specifically spoke of using writer’s 
notebook to improve students’ skills in the focus domain, full implementation rather than 
partial implementation may have offered more opportunities for Ann and Jill to work 
with their students in this domain. 
 
  
Figure 2: Over Time On-demand Writing Assessment Results in Focus per Assigned 
Teacher 
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 Figure 3 represents results from student scores in the style domain. Here, there 
were differences across the teachers’ classrooms once again. Within this domain, only 
students in Jill’s classes recognized a positive change in their scores between the two 
assessments. Her students started at a mean that was just above 2.7 on the first 
assessment, and grew to 2.9 on the second assessment. On the other hand, both Ann and 
Rita saw a slight decrease in the mean of their students’ scores. Notably, the level at 
which their students scored on the second assessment was still higher than the level Jill’s 
students reached. Nonetheless, as Jill explained during her interviews, she often 
approached the use of writer’s notebook as a place for students to be creative in their 
writing. Such an approach could explain the increase in her students’ scores, as when the 
students were writing creatively, they may have had a greater sense of freedom to 
develop their writing style. 
 
                                            
Figure 3: Over Time On-demand Writing Assessment Results in Style per Assigned 
Teacher 
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 Results from the final domain that showed statistically significant differences 
between the two assessments, conventions, are shown in Figure 4. Here, students from all 
three teachers’ classes began at different points on the initial assessment, but ended at 
nearly the same point on the second assessment. Ann’s students began at the lowest point 
of all, with a mean of just above 2.9 and had the greatest gains among the classes, ending 
at 3.1. Jill, however, also a full implementer, saw a drop in student scores from a 3.25 
down to nearly the same point at which Ann’s classes grew, 3.1. Students in classes of 
the partial implementer, Rita, grew slightly in conventions from 3.1 to about 3.15.A 
noteworthy observation regarding the increase in Ann’s students’ scores is that during her 
interviews she shared that she wanted to use writer’s notebook as a place for students to 
“be able to see themselves as writers…to get away from the idea that writing is just using 
spelling correctly, using commas correctly.”  In contrast, Jill’s approach to providing 
feedback to students was to focus on their grammar and mechanics. Ultimately, her 
student scores actually decreased in the conventions domain. 
 
                       
Figure 4: Over Time On-demand Writing Assessment Results in Conventions per 
Assigned Teacher 
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In general, a trend was evident for the domains that showed statistically 
significant changes in the means of students’ writing scores. Specifically, when the 
overall mean from a teacher’s students was higher on the first assessment than that of 
scores from students in other teachers’ classes, the mean decreased on the second 
assessment. Conversely, when the mean was lower on the first assessment, it increased on 
the second. The extent to which the means increased or decreased varied; however, the 
trend was consistent. 
Qualitative Data Sources 
The researcher collected qualitative data from the two full implementers of 
writer’s notebook and from the teacher who was limited in her implementation. This data 
included three interviews, samples of feedback the teachers provided to students on their 
writing, and classroom observations. Information gathered through the interviews directly 
related to the first question regarding how teachers perceive writer’s notebook as 
impacting the culture of teaching writing. The teachers’ feedback to students and the 
classroom observations helped to inform the second research question. The findings from 
each of these data sources follow. 
Interviews. The study included three interviews with participants from the full 
and limited implementation methods (Appendices A, B and C). These interviews 
provided the researcher with insight to the first research question concerning their 
perceptions of how using writer’s notebook affects the culture of teaching writing. The 
first interview gave background on the participants’ use of writer’s notebook in their 
instruction; the type of feedback the teachers most typically give students on their 
writing; specific benefits or concerns when using writer’s notebook with middle level 
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students; and their expectations for using this instructional strategy in a focused way with 
their students. The second interview occurred midway through the study. The main 
purpose of this interview was to provide the researcher with insight to participants’ needs 
when instituting writer’s notebook and providing formative feedback to students. Within 
the interview, the researcher asked participants to rank themselves on a scale of one to 
four (low to high) regarding their implementation of writer’s notebook and the feedback 
they provide. They also provided information regarding professional development they 
would find most helpful moving forward with implementation. The third interview, 
conducted at the end of the study, asked questions relative to the outcomes the 
participants could identify after using writer’s notebook. This interview also asked 
participants to reflect on recommendations they could provide for expanding writer’s 
notebook as an instructional tool into other English classrooms as well as other content 
areas.  
In order to report the qualitative data, the researcher followed guidelines from 
Bloomberg and Volpe (2012), who recommend completing a data summary table for 
each research question. This summary table contains “descriptors” relevant to the data 
collection and research question. To identify these descriptors, the researcher reviewed 
the interviews, looking for references to particular terms regarding instructional practices 
connected with implementing writer’s notebooks, as well as pros and cons of the 
participants’ implementation. She counted the number of times each participant 
referenced these terms. A term was counted whether it was referenced directly, or if the 
participants alluded to it through her explanation. The researcher then identified specific 
themes within which these terms could be clustered.  After assigning numbers to 
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individual participants according to how many times the participant referenced each term, 
the researcher summarized the number of responses and assigned a percentage, as 
modeled by the template from Volpe and Bloomberg (2012). The calculation of each 
term was determined based on the number of times the term was referenced out of the 
total number of references to all terms. The researcher then classified these terms as the 
“descriptors” and summarized them in Table 6, which follows. As the total percentages 
displayed in the table, the most frequently referenced descriptors were time, domains, and 
feedback. As is evident here, one participant, Ann, referenced domains a greater number 
of times than did either Jill or Beth. Also notable is that there was only one mention of 
modeling, which came from Beth. The themes with which each of these references are 
associated and examples of the context in which participants referenced each of the 
descriptors follow.  
 
Table 6. Participant References that Contribute to Research Question 1 
 Referenced Term 
 Time Text/Modeling Building 
Confidence 
Revision Feedback Domains 
Ann 14 4 1 16 10 46 
Jill 13 0 1 1 23 6 
Beth 8 6 4 1 11 12 
N=3 #=35 #=10 #=6 #=18 #=44 #=64 
 20% 6% 3% 10% 25% 36% 
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Management of writer’s notebook implementation is Theme 1 
 Time is a consideration. Teachers implemented writer’s notebook as an 
instructional strategy within the scope of their regular written curriculum. Following the 
summer professional development session, all three seventh grade teachers, representing 
both full and partial implementation of writer’s notebook, revamped their curriculum to 
reflect the use of writer’s notebook on a regular basis rather than as a unit that stands on 
its own. Nonetheless, the full implementers’ responses consistently referenced a 
challenge in facilitating the use of writer’s notebook on a daily basis as the researcher had 
requested. Jill and Ann, the two teachers who self-reported “full implementation” worked 
to incorporate writer’s notebook by leading students in a particular assignment on a 
Friday and then during the following week, having students reference aspects of their 
writing as they instructed according to the curriculum. During the first interview, Ann 
reflected on what she had internalized from the summer professional development 
training, and explained: 
Prior to this, we looked at [writer’s notebook] as a separate entity. The writer’s 
notebook was a unit whereas now we look at it as the, we are hoping to—it’s a 
work in progress, but we want it to be the central focus of the class….What we’ve 
typically done is check it for completion and then collect it in cycles. And, what 
I’ve done now, what I do is still give feedback in cycles but it’s more so done in 
class. So, when we have writer’s notebook Friday, I might go around and talk 
with students about what they’re writing about. So [feedbacks] become more 
verbal…. I think something that would help would be having more time to give 
authentic feedback in class. So, for instance, if [students are] working on 
something you know for two days in writer’s notebook, I would call them in for 
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those two days and I could really have some great conferences with them. But I 
haven’t really had that much time to do that. And, it’s become sort of, what I want 
to do isn’t lining up with what is going on. 
In her initial interview, Jill also articulated some of the disconnected practices in using 
writer’s notebook when compared to their original plans. Usually, those practices were 
the result of a lack of time. Jill shared: 
In the past, [writer’s notebook] was not very tied into class. Students would just 
complete three pages writing about anything they want for completion points due 
every other week. Sometimes we’d use it occasionally in class as part of their 
notebook check, like I’d let them write a poem in there if we practiced one in 
class, and then there was a check, but no direct instruction with writer’s 
notebook….[A challenge is] in the way we were initially hoping to do writer’s 
notebook. In addition to within units, the other seventh grade teachers and I 
wanted to do it in a way where it was weekly notebook day where they could do 
just kind of a creative activity….But as the year rolls on, and we are getting to 
certain units, finding the time to have a freestanding, just a writer’s notebook day 
that isn’t always tied into a unit, so that we can do a little more of the creative 
writing has been difficult with snow days, and we share computer lab time….So if 
it fell on a time where I had to say, well I can’t do writer’s notebook this day, you 
know—just trying to map it out I think. 
For Beth, the support teacher who implemented writer’s notebook on a limited basis, the 
time challenge came about as a result of not having the control over how frequently 
writer’s notebook was used. While her reflection suggested she believes writer’s 
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notebook is a powerful tool, she self-reported minimal use of the tool in her support role. 
Beth explained the greatest challenge she encountered in implementing writer’s notebook 
as follows: 
I think the lack of frequency of you know, being able to teach writing to the 
students and the lack of you know, just a regular pattern in using the notebook, 
whether it be a digital notebook, or a paper notebook. It was sporadic, and I think 
that affected the outcome. [The infrequency] is because it is not an integral part of 
the curriculum. It’s more of an aside. The students have more content that is a part 
of the curriculum, and the writing is extra. And, very often as part of the 
curriculum, the students at the end of the unit as part of the program will be asked 
to write in a specific genre. So, it’s not like the writer’s notebook is woven 
through the program, so it’s almost like an occasion, a special occasion that it’s 
something we do. 
 Giving students feedback. Across all descriptors, the second highest percentage 
of responses was related to giving students feedback. This descriptor fits within the 
management theme, as providing feedback was a focus during the summer professional 
development sessions and was considered an integral part of implementing writer’s 
notebook. Although the participants’ responses suggested an understanding of providing 
formative feedback, their responses also spoke to a wide range of focus in this area. As 
the following excerpts show, this range covered the approach used in giving feedback to 
the type of feedback provided to the need for more insight about how to manage giving 
feedback. Ann’s response during her second interview, for example, indicated that she 
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embraced trying to provide feedback that would be useful to students beyond grammar 
and mechanics. She explained what she recognized as the greatest change in her teaching: 
I was able to connect more with my students as writers because in providing that 
formative feedback, not only did I get to see their writer’s notebooks more often, 
but I could interact with them through my comments and then they would show 
another piece that would show the changes and I could interact with them. So, it 
would become…I could connect with them more and guide them as writers. 
Ann continued by reflecting that the time management component was the greatest 
challenge in implementation and providing feedback. Still, she was optimistic that she 
and her colleagues would continue its use because of what they learned about scheduling 
it within their curriculum throughout the year. 
 Jill’s reflections on providing feedback had a different focus than Ann’s. While 
Jill reported implementing writer’s notebook regularly, her responses revealed that she 
never completely felt comfortable with providing feedback through it. In fact, during her 
second interview, she placed herself at a one or two on a scale of one to four when asked 
about the ease with which she was providing students with formative feedback. She said: 
I have been collecting their notebooks, but not every time [they work in it]. But, if 
it is something significant, I give feedback on five notebooks each time. If I don’t 
get to do this for a few days after, there is a detachment. I would like to change 
this….With writer’s notebook I did not give formative feedback so much. I 
looked more at the end. I need to think about this more and go back. It’s more 
summative right now, unless they brought [their writer’s notebook] up and 
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showed it to me. At the start, it worked with [giving feedback on] leads, but then 
it fizzled. 
During her final interview, Jill connected time as a factor in providing feedback; she 
added that her greatest challenge throughout the implementation was “finding time to use 
the writer’s notebook in class and then seeing what [the students] are doing.” Explaining 
how she dealt with this challenge, she said: 
I don’t think I dealt with it well because some students just want your feedback 
more immediately than others, so I tended to go to those students just because 
they were the ones who were asking for it first….I gave more of a verbal feedback 
with formative because I think, it might have been more of a time thing….Or, if I 
was looking around and trying to give formative feedback, I could look around 
and see who was struggling, and bring the whole class back and have them 
practice. 
While Ann and Jill focused mainly on the way they provided formative feedback to 
students as they used writer’s notebook, Beth reflected on the opportunities she had to 
provide feedback in conjunction with the other teachers she supported. Beyond a focus on 
the type of feedback, her responses also incorporated her thoughts on the means for 
providing feedback. Beth explained her experiences with feedback as follows: 
I think that conferring, the one-to-one with the students and being specific is very 
important….Just walking around the room and conferring with the kids and just 
saying, ‘Look at your writing. Read it. Isn’t that amazing?’ And kids would just 
light up, because I don’t think they could see the possibilities….We used in one of 
the classrooms Google Docs ©, so the teacher and I were able to see the students’ 
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writing and analyze it at night. And then, give feedback directly to the students, 
and the student would get the feedback, make the changes, and then resolve 
it….So, we had one lesson planned, and in fact, we went in and saw ‘this’ is what 
students needed. They needed focus in writing, so we were then able to adjust our 
teaching the next day.   
Beth added that using formative feedback and the Google Docs © was also helpful in 
identifying the positive aspects of students’ writing so that she and the classroom teacher 
could celebrate the progress students were making.  
Practices in writing instruction is Theme 2 
 Using mentor text and modeling helps to guide students. Gallagher (2011), 
among others, has identified the importance of using mentor text in writing instruction so 
that students have cogent examples after which to model their own writing. To reinforce 
this idea, the use of mentor text was provided as part of the guidelines in using writer’s 
notebook; however, as presented above, references to mentor text during the interviews 
occurred infrequently. In fact, one of the seventh grade English teachers, Jill, did not 
specifically mention mentor text throughout, while Ann referenced the use of mentor text 
in all three interviews. Ann shared these insights:  
[Writer’s notebook] has been evolving in such a way that my colleagues are now 
looking at it as a way for students to create authentic pieces of writing with a little 
more choice but within structure—use those pieces they create within that 
structure to self-revise. So [my students] are using their own writing as a mentor 
text. This is one way that we are now kind of going towards and we are also 
looking to create an English-Language Arts notebook that’s going to combine the 
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reading in the English class. So right now, writer’s notebook is just isolated in the 
English class with little pieces from the reading curriculum. Hopefully, and this is 
in discussion, we would like to combine it to make it a notebook divided into 
multi-parts. One is for creative writing, mentor text, and self-revision, and another 
might be just for class notes that combines English and reading, so like, author’s 
craft, things like that—literary devices, poetic devices, so that everything is 
centralized. That’s the direction we’re kind of hoping to go into now, so we’re 
taking little pieces where they create their own prompts. 
During her second interview, Ann rated herself a four in terms of the ease of use of 
writer’s notebook; as a reason for the rating, she specifically pointed out that anytime 
they were working on a grammar skill, students do so in their writer’s notebooks using 
their own writing as mentor text. In her final interview, Ann explained the importance she 
saw in students using their own writing as mentor text: 
There was a big jump in conventions to the fact that students used a lot of their 
own writing as mentor text. When we did our grammar instruction, they revisited 
their own writing so if there were certain grammar rules we were learning that 
week, they were more connected with those rules rather than learning them in 
isolation.  
The approach Beth took to using mentor text was somewhat different than Ann’s 
approach. As is evident in her feedback, Beth used published works as mentor text in 
order to help students expand ideas in their writing. She explained: 
Mentor text was important as kids collected text in different ways. The students 
enjoyed decorating their notebooks, but the notebooks really helped them 
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organize ideas as they used different strategies for gathering ideas. They would 
then develop their writing from those ‘seed’ ideas…. This has helped students 
learn a sense of storytelling—they used mentor text, and have practiced, for 
example, slowing down a moment. Modeling has been huge....Writing with 
students, showing them that we are writers was important, showing them the 
struggle of the process… using mentor text and showing them what professional 
writers do and making it possible for them to use those same techniques and for 
them just to see almost like an “aha” moment. For example, we used a mentor text 
actually outside of the special education room by Jacqueline Woodson, called 
Brown Girl Dreaming and the students were, the task was to write a companion 
text and they were to write an analysis a non-fiction analysis connected to a 
fiction book that they had read. In doing so, we taught them that even when you 
write analysis, you can do so writing with great style, and you can make your 
writing rich. 
As with mentor text, only one participant, Beth, made a specific reference to 
teacher modeling. In doing so, she directly connected it with using mentor text, a point 
demonstrated in the response above. Additionally, although Jill did not specifically 
mention the term “modeling” she alluded to the practice during her final interview as she 
explained a strategy she found most effective in implementing writer’s notebook. Jill 
explained: 
Having a set idea of what I wanted to do in that I could you know, show them the 
sample—I kept my own writer’s notebook and then used that as a sample. That 
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was one thing we did in the training. [The trainer] showed us hers, and then talked 
about us having our own to show them that we’re all writers. 
Through this explanation, Jill demonstrated that information she received during the 
training stayed with her throughout her practices.  
 Teaching revision strategies. During the summer professional development 
training on implementing writer’s notebook, the presenter explained how the teachers 
could guide students in setting up their notebooks in order to allow for the greatest 
efficiency and productivity of its use. One of the aspects of setting up the notebook that 
the participants recalled at times in interviews was to have a table of contents for greater 
ease of going back into previously composed writing students may wish to revise. The 
idea of how revision skills could be taught through the writer’s notebook especially 
resonated with Ann. During the first and last interviews, she spoke about the benefits: 
[One of the greatest benefits was] self-revision, using their own text to self-revise. 
So, for instance if they write an essay on the map thing—the map thing [the 
presenter] had introduced where they reflect on something from their 
neighborhood—then they write a piece about it. They take that text and say they 
learned something in reading about symbolism. Then, they would be able to go 
back in and revise maybe, emphasizing on a particular symbol- something that 
symbolizes their childhood. So for being able to self-revise and take an area that 
they could grow in and connect it to something they’re learning in perhaps 
reading….I would like…to have had them do that more often. Just do the more 
revisions in writer’s notebook in chunks. So, going back, I just think I would have 
liked for them to do that more.  
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Ann also shared how she used the notebook to guide student revisions in connection with 
conventions that might need to be improved. She explained: 
Seventh graders still struggle with how to transition from point to point, whether 
that be within a single paragraph or from paragraph to paragraph. A lot of them I 
said, “OK how many of you have weak or evident transitions?” And, if they had 
evident transitions they had to revise it to make them more subtle. We had a 
lesson back in the winter about subtle transitions, so they would have to go back 
and revise. So that informed my instruction when I saw some were still using 
evident transitions. 
While Ann’s colleague Jill did not reference revision in her interviews to the same extent 
as Ann, she did note its value at one point saying, “We might have an anecdotal lead, and 
we are working on ‘show, don’t tell details,’ so they might go back to a writer’s notebook 
entry that is already there, and it might be revised, or that specific skill or added 
dialogue,” demonstrating that although revision was not a main focus for Jill during 
interviews, it did play a role in her use of writer’s notebook. 
Impacting Students’ Skills in and Attitudes toward Writing is Theme 3 
 A focus on domains. All three participants referenced writing domains several 
times throughout their interviews, as they provided insight to practical purposes served 
through using writer’s notebook. During the interviews, the researcher discovered that the 
seventh grade teachers had chosen to focus on writer’s notebook for their peer 
collaboration project, as part of their evaluation requirements. Ann reflected: 
The two people, or three rather that I’ve been doing my peer collaboration with, 
we are doing the writer’s notebook and one of our goals is to use the writer’s 
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notebook as a means to help and create style and conventions because those are 
two domains we feel it doesn’t matter what, well the original idea was it doesn’t 
matter what mode of writing it is to see growth in that. Whereas, content, it’s 
going to change if it’s a research paper versus a narrative. And we’ve noticed that 
convention has gone significantly up. 
Working in classrooms where she supported students with IEPs, Beth noted that she and 
her co-teachers recognized that through the use of writer’s notebook, students were 
“more prolific and more easily able to develop content of writing. They [had] more fluid 
writing.” Overall, her comments pointed toward greater content development.  
Building student confidence through providing a safe place. While student 
efficacy was not a specific focus of this study, during the interviews, two of the 
participants reflected on the way in which using the writer’s notebook contributed to 
students’ confidence. In part, they attributed this impact to the idea that writer’s notebook 
provides a “safe place” for students to produce their writing. During her first interview, 
Beth noted: 
[The students’] ideas are sometime limited, and they do not always have a lot of 
confidence in developing sentences. Now they do feel confident. The consistency 
piece is huge. We were really able to generate ideas…. Writing becomes a huge 
event when we want it to be more material. Students too often just want to get 
done. Some are still averse, but it gives them confidence, willingness, and a safe 
place. Seeing a child being able to express feelings and emotions was 
rewarding….There is a general lack of confidence among students. They feel they 
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don’t have the ability to elaborate or embellish thoughts. But, with writer’s 
notebook, sometimes they can just jot ideas. It isn’t a place for perfection. 
Ann expressed similar insights as she explained her observations: 
We call it a safe place in that it is not a place we would check for spelling, 
punctuation, and grammar, because I think a lot of students will lose confidence 
in their writing when they feel they have to adhere to a certain structure. So it’s a 
place where they can take their actual thoughts and not have any, quote/unquote, 
fear of writing, and the hope of that was to that practice in the writer’s notebook 
was to then translate that into their formal writing, and help increase fluency and 
build confidence. 
Finally, within this theme, Jill talked about her observations of students’ readiness to 
write: 
I think the writer’s notebook—I tried to use it more as creative writing, so I think 
that bought out a little more enthusiasm, where a lot of our classes are a very 
formal structured, academic kind of writing, where here, I tried to make the 
writer’s notebook more of a fun place to try out ideas, so I think that actually 
increased the enthusiasm. I actually had a kid thank me for the one writing thing 
because he had always wanted to do something like this. 
Samples of Feedback to Students 
Samples of feedback teachers provided to students on their writing was a second 
source of qualitative data and assisted in answering the second research question, which 
is focused on examining whether teachers’ practices in providing feedback to students 
changed during the implementation of writer’s notebook. The participants who used the 
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full and the limited methods of implementation submitted samples of feedback they 
provided to students on their writing. The researcher requested that participants follow 
the guidelines as outlined in Appendix E. These guidelines suggested that teachers would 
submit feedback copied from five students’ writer’s notebooks each month, with one 
student remaining constant across the sampling.  
The expectations for the feedback reflect advice from Anderson (2006) and 
Overmeyer (2009). As noted, the researcher was specifically looking for participants to 
provide feedback that: 
• was written on sticky notes, in order not to interfere with the students’ 
writing; 
• was not corrective or punitive, but that was focused on helping students 
grow in their skills; 
• asked students questions that caused them to think more deeply about their 
writing; and 
• reflected an awareness of positive ways students were ready to expand 
their writing skills. 
Ultimately, the feedback samples provided information regarding whether 
participants offered cursory or surface feedback, mostly related to conventions, or if the 
feedback was more substantial in nature. Patthey-Chavez, Matsumura, and Valdes (2004) 
referenced this more substantial feedback as that which is identifiable by comments such 
as those that encourage students to revise and further develop thoughts or description, and 
ask “questions intended to challenge students’ thinking” (p. 467).  Although neither the 
full implementers nor the limited implementer precisely followed the guidelines, the 
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researcher was able to review the samples they submitted to formulate a number of 
observations about it. 
Ann’s Feedback. Ann provided 50 samples of her feedback to students from each 
of the five classes she taught. For each class period, she submitted examples of feedback 
to two sets of five students, with one of the students being consistent in each period. 
Throughout the samples, which represent a variety of writings, and cover the time period 
between January and March 2015, the samples demonstrate that Ann regularly provided 
feedback that was substantive. While her comments to students reflected a positive 
response to their writing, she also moved beyond simply saying “Good job” to providing 
them with specific ideas and questions to grow their writing. Additionally, she often 
commented in ways that reflected she connected with the students. Examples of her 
feedback include the following: 
Period 1, Student 1: “Good word changes, especially the use of the word 
“sympathize” to explain how Emily Dickinson wants the reader to feel. Content is 
much more comprehensive with way more elaboration. Can you add another 
sentence at the end that explains how you came to your conclusion?” 
The second example of feedback Ann provided to this student was, “Good consistent 
elaboration. I am the youngest in my family, too. You learn a lot from your older 
siblings!” Based on these two samples, Ann focused on a specific deficit she identified in 
the student’s writing, which was a lack of content development. Her feedback indicates 
she chose to encourage the student through positive commentary.  
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 In other examples, Ann was consistent in offering positive encouragement to 
students to expand their thinking, revisit their wording, or make other revisions. Two 
such examples are: 
Period 2, Student 4: “Good revisions, but can you expand your content? Give an 
example of how this example supports your overall point.” 
Period 4, Student 9: “Good prompt! Can you use more show not tell to add more 
imagery to the setting? You can really develop the setting and turn this into a 
future story!” 
Jill’s Feedback. Jill, who also practiced full implementation of writer’s notebook, 
provided feedback more regularly on summative assessments rather than giving 
formative feedback. She provided the researcher with feedback samples she had given to 
seven students from two different class periods twice during the year, once in December 
2014 and once in March 2015. Her feedback was generally more corrective in nature than 
was either Ann’s or Beth’s, as she made comments throughout related to items such as 
misplaced punctuation, sentence combining, and other grammar rules. Feedback she gave 
students at the conclusion of their writing included comments such as: 
 “Paragraph 3 needs a clearer topic sentence.” 
 “Watch the comma errors.” 
 “Lots of good facts.” 
 “A few grammar errors on which to keep an eye.” 
 “Develop your content more and do more with the rebuttal.” 
 “Good focus.” 
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Comments such as these were consistent across the samples from both the writing on 
which Jill provided feedback in December and that which she provided in March. In 
essence, while she generally gave at least one positive comment to students at the end of 
their writing, her focus overall was on items related to mechanics and conventions. 
Beth’s Feedback. Similarly to Ann, Beth offered feedback to students that would 
further promote their writing. Limited in her use of writer’s notebook and opportunities to 
provide feedback, the amount of feedback Beth provided was not extensive. She provided 
the researcher access to Google Docs © for eight students, as this was the method by 
which she gave the students feedback on their writing. The eight samples included five 
that were a “reflective analysis” and three that were personal memoirs. A few examples 
from Beth’s feedback to students reveal encouragement and a focus that goes beyond 
mechanics and conventions: 
Sample 1: “Excellent analysis. You really reflected deeply on each component of 
the process. One suggestion would be to substitute synonyms for ‘fun’ and 
‘good’." 
Sample 2: “Your content is well developed. Suggestions for future essays would 
be to make sure you re-read when you finish each paragraph to hear how your 
writing sounds. In doing so, you will notice if you could vary some of your word 
choice (i.e., “good”), and if you have inadvertently repeated an idea. Overall, your 
piece has all the components of a strong reflection. If you try the strategy I 
suggested with future writing pieces in any class, it will enhance the 
communication of your ideas.” 
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Sample 3: “This version is a vast improvement from your first reflection on study 
skills. You have deepened the content of your writing. Moving forward in the 
final reflection you write this year, we can work on a strong clear thesis statement 
and adding more sophisticated vocabulary. The word ‘plethora’ is an excellent 
word to include.” 
Classroom Observations 
 The final qualitative measure to inform the study was the collection of 
information the researcher gathered during classroom observations. The researcher’s 
observations specifically focused on evidence of facilitating use of writer’s notebook, 
connections between reading and writing, and teacher feedback. Within the timeframe 
available to collect the data, the researcher was able to visit each of the two seventh grade 
teachers’ classrooms four times, including a visit for a special “culmination of writing” 
session at the end of the school year. Opportunities to visit Beth’s classes were more 
limited, and so the researcher accumulated data from only two visits. As is evident in the 
summary that follows, there was a wide variation of focus across all three classrooms.  
 Observations of Ann’s Instruction. The researcher’s first visit to Ann’s 
classroom occurred at the beginning of March 2015. Ann reminded the researcher there 
were no classes the previous Thursday and Friday due to snow, and prior to that, there 
were two late starts and two early dismissals. During this lesson, Ann explained to the 
students how they would be using their writer’s notebook that day to self-revise complex 
and compound sentences in order to increase style. After reviewing a worksheet, Ann 
directed students to open their writer’s notebooks to their sentence notes so they could 
review information about compound sentences. She then modeled her expectations for 
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the students before directing them to choose text from among writing entries in their 
writer’s notebooks in order to revise an entry using complex and compound sentences. 
She reminded students that their main text should be on the right side of the notebook, 
with revisions on the left. She also directed them to write at least one new page if there 
was nothing they wished to revise. Ann then walked around to check if students had any 
questions. The researcher noticed one student asked if they already had complex 
sentences whether they should add more. Another student questioned whether the way 
she was combining sentences to make them compound was correct. Ann responded, 
“Yes, and it is a cause and effect relationship so it makes sense.” 
 During the researcher’s second observation, Ann introduced an activity whereby 
students would engage in a “genre switch.” She had written the names of twelve different 
genres on the board, and explained that they would read a text in a particular genre and 
then rewrite it in another genre. Ann directed students to their writer’s notebooks, where 
they were to choose one entry, which they would then rewrite in the different genres she 
identified. She gave the students three minutes at a time to write about their topic in four 
different genres; she wrote along with the students during that time. She then asked them 
to stop writing so they could discuss the challenges they faced during this exercise as 
they had to consider a variety of audiences and purposes while writing. 
 Before making a final visit to Ann’s classroom in June for the writing gallery, the 
researcher recorded her last observations of Ann’s instruction in May 2015. During this 
observation, Ann met in a computer lab with her students, as they were working on their 
final products for the Writers’ Café scheduled for the following month. Ann sat next to 
individual students as they worked on their writing entries and provided insight and 
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feedback as they worked. She provided students with reminders to be aware of the type of 
genre in which they chose to write. Additionally, she reminded them to “show, not tell” 
and to add detail to give the reader more information. Responding to a few students’ 
individual questions, the researcher noted feedback such as, “It should be at least one 
page. If you are finished, find another piece” and to another student, “That’s a stylistic 
choice.” Ann also encouraged all students to share their writing with a peer for feedback 
through the use of Google Docs ©. 
Observations of Jill’s Instruction. The researcher visited Jill’s classes once in 
March 2015 and twice in May 2015. Upon entering the classroom during the first visit, 
the researcher noticed an “opener” on the white board, which stated, “In 2-3 sentences, 
share something from yesterday’s assembly that really made an impact on you and 
explain why.” She allowed students to write for a few minutes before telling students she 
learned to be grateful for at least one thing each day. The researcher noted that Jill did 
this orally; she did not model by writing for the students. After asking a few students to 
share what they wrote, Jill moved on to talking with students about their “Super Hero” 
story groups and made a connection with their next unit during which they would be 
studying The Outsiders. The students were to be creating a two-page entry in their 
writer’s notebook based on the super hero and villain they created per guidelines Jill had 
written on the board. These guidelines included four steps for the students to follow, 
ending with a reference to using their writer’s notebooks. As the students worked in their 
groups, discussing their heroes and villains, Jill reminded them that they would not be 
graded on this process, but would receive points for presenting and collaborating. She 
circulated the room and asked content questions across the student groups.  
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 During the two classroom visits in May, the researcher observed Jill modeling for 
the students and using mentor text as they prepared to complete a writing assignment that 
was an extension of their reading from The Outsiders. She led the students in discussing 
what is meant by “personality traits” and guided them toward focusing on indirect 
characterization in order to have them think about ideas for their writing. She modeled 
the assignment for them by reading from a mentor text, and asking students to record 
“personality clues” to the character in their writer’s notebook. At this time, Jill explained 
to me that to a great extent, the students used their writer’s notebooks as a “repository of 
ideas.”  
At the beginning of the second visit, the students continued their work on this 
writing, since it was a larger project than an essay. This time, the lesson began with 
students completing a worksheet with “character sketch” directions. Jill once again 
modeled how their current work would translate into the final project, which was to 
include a video clip to demonstrate the character sketches. As they brainstormed ideas 
again in their writer’s notebook, the researcher noted that more of the student discussion 
was focused on the video than it was on the writing itself. Jill made herself available to 
students, walking around the room, checking with students about questions and providing 
additional guidance in the assignment as needed. 
Observations of Beth’s Instruction. As discussed, Beth’s role was to provide 
support to classroom teachers. Due to the timing of when data collection began, the 
researcher did not have an opportunity to observe Beth at the start of the school year 
when she first instructed students in using writer’s notebook. She did, however, observe 
Beth in two different classrooms in May 2015, where she presented writing lessons. The 
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first observation occurred in a computer lab, where she guided students through writing a 
companion book based on their independent reading book. The lesson did not involve the 
use of writer’s notebook, but it did lead to students writing and sharing through Google 
Docs ©. She began by using a mentor text to help students think about what they read 
and the way they write text. Beth then showed a video in order to have the students track 
the meaning of a symbol across text. After students discussed their ideas with partners 
and shared verbally, Beth provided them with a lead that could get them started in writing 
their stories. As students worked at the computers, Beth and the teacher she was 
supporting approached each student to check on progress and offer feedback. 
 The researcher’s second observation of Beth occurred in a classroom with a 
special education teacher and two instructional assistants. The purpose of this lesson was 
to have students “explode a moment” in a memoir they had begun to write. She led a 
discussion on how they could paint a picture for the reader, and what it meant to be a 
storyteller rather than a reported. Beth informed the researcher that she had modeled with 
a mentor text and had used her own writing as an example to explode a moment. During 
this visit, the researcher was especially attentive to the feedback which, not only Beth, 
but all of the adults in the room provided to students. As students read their text, they 
clearly received feedback focused on helping them extend their thinking by including 
additional specific details. Students responded positively by continuing to refine and 
share their writing. 
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Results and Interpretations 
 The benefit of conducting a mixed-methods study with a range of data types is the 
ability to identify key findings that span across the different types in order to inform the 
research questions in a collective way.  
 Research Question 1: How do teachers perceive writer’s notebook as impacting 
the culture of how writing is instructed? 
 Qualitative data based on information gathered during interviews pertained to 
research question one. Ann and Jill, the two teachers who fully implemented writer’s 
notebook, both provided information throughout the interviews which reflected 
perceptions that implementing writer’s notebook was shifting the culture of how writing 
was being instructed at the seventh grade level. As they revealed during their interviews, 
they specifically revisited their curriculum following the training in summer 2014 in 
order to make writer’s notebook more relevant throughout their content instead of 
standing on its own as a unit. Ultimately, the teachers’ perceptions pointed toward their 
belief in a shift through writer’s notebook as they noted more integration of the notebook 
in their classes, a desire to use it as a way of integrating reading and writing to a greater 
extent, and a view to incorporating it across content areas.  
While the interviews with these full implementers suggested both teachers 
recognized a shift in terms of their individual practices, the interviews also revealed that 
Ann more frequently employed instructional strategies with the writer’s notebook as a 
central focus than Jill did. As reflected in the interviews, for example, Jill rated herself a 
three in terms of the ease with which she was implementing writer’s notebook and a one 
or two in terms of giving formative feedback. Ann, however, rated herself a four for ease 
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of implementation and a three for giving formative feedback. These responses suggest 
that although the two worked closely to plan and dialogue about curriculum, the shifts 
they perceived did not equate to a complete change in instruction, but their responses 
indicated a commitment to working toward an even greater shift. In the end, they 
reflected “cautious optimism” not only with regard to how they could better deliver 
instruction through the implementation of writer’s notebook, but also about how such a 
tool could change the approach teachers take to literacy overall. They anticipated that in 
seventh grade, there would be a stronger integration of reading and writing between 
teachers as writer’s notebook could be used for reading, writing, and even for other 
content areas. In this intermediate school of content area teachers, these two seventh 
grade teachers did, in fact, perceive writer’s notebook as beginning to shift the way 
writing instruction is and could be delivered. 
 Beth, who was limited in implementing writer’s notebook, consistently provided 
interview responses that demonstrated a belief in the positive effects using writer’s 
notebook could have on the way writing is instructed. Among her final remarks in the last 
interview, Beth stated: 
I would like to see [writer’s notebook] implemented as part of our literacy 
program. You know—a non-negotiable. And, I would love to be able to support 
anybody or co-teach with anybody who would be implementing it…. I think it 
just needs to be an integral part of our curriculum, and it needs to be across 
subject areas.  
While Beth articulated a comprehensive view of the potential impact of writer’s 
notebook, the limitations in her schedule did not allow her to regularly recognize whether 
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those she supported followed through on shifting their instruction. Such a shift will 
become more recognizable if the strategy of using writer’s notebook becomes prevalent 
across classrooms in the future.   
 Research Question 2: Do practices related to providing feedback change over the 
course of implementing writer’s notebook? 
 In order to answer this question, the researcher sought to examine information 
based on teachers’ feedback to students, the researcher’s classroom observations, and the 
pre and post survey. As discussed, the researcher conducted a factor analysis on three 
factors from the pre and post survey to determine if there were statistical differences 
between participants’ initial responses to the survey and their final responses. Ultimately, 
this analysis from the surveys showed there was a significant correlation between pre and 
post statements within two of the three factors. One statement was significant within the 
first factor, using models, encouraging analysis and self-revision; and another statement 
was significant within the second factor, writing strategies emphasizing audience, 
revision, and feedback.  
Due to the limits of the factors from the survey, the researcher could not make 
definitive conclusions about teacher feedback based on the surveys. The other data 
sources, however, provided insight to whether teachers gave students more substantive or 
corrective/surface feedback. In general, although she engaged in a limited method of 
implementation of writer’s notebook, Beth was the most consistent of the three in terms 
of providing substantive feedback to students. Specifically, the comments she provided 
students on their writing as well as the verbal feedback she gave during the researcher’s 
observations demonstrated her commitment to guiding students in ways that could build 
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their confidence and skills in writing. Jill’s feedback was more consistently aligned with 
being more corrective, both in her written and verbal comments. While Ann’s written 
comments were typically substantive, observations of her verbal feedback indicated this 
was not always at the same level.  
 Research Question 3: Do district writing assessment results in January 2015 
demonstrate a statistically significant change from student scores in September 2014? 
 Results from a single data item, the district writing assessments, informed the 
researcher about changes in students’ writing scores between the initial assessment 
administered in September 2014 and the January 2015 assessment. The calculated results 
were from the two full implementers of writer’s notebook and the partial implementer, as 
the limited implementer did not have her own classroom of students for instructing 
writing. While the data revealed positive and negative changes in student scores, 
statistically significant changes in means were evident in three of the five domains—
focus, style, and conventions.  
The researcher was not able to make a definitive direct correlation between these 
changes and the implementation of writer’s notebook, as the difference in means among 
the teachers’ classes varied. She noted, however, that in the focus domain, the two 
teachers who implemented writer’s notebook fully saw increases in their students’ scores, 
while students of the teacher who partially implemented the strategy saw a decline in 
scores. This change may be explained by the possibility that during their use of writer’s 
notebook, the full implementers encouraged students to use entries from their writer’s 
notebooks to practice improving the focus domain. In each of the other two domains, 
students from one of the full implementers experienced a decrease in scores as students in 
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the other two teachers’ classes increased. The full implementer who reported that she 
often used the writer’s notebook for students to do creative writing was the one teacher 
whose students experienced an increase in style. Such an increase makes sense, as writing 
creatively may improve students’ writing style.  
Finally, in the conventions domain, students from classes of the full implementer 
who most regularly provided substantive feedback experienced the greatest growth. 
Conversely, students in classes of the other full implementer decreased in conventions. 
These results were perhaps the most significant. That is, the teacher who provided 
substantive feedback in a formative manner saw gains with her students, while students 
with the teacher whose feedback was more corrective, and given mainly on summative 
assessments, experienced a decrease in scores. While additional data could further 
enhance connections between formative feedback, writer’s notebook, and student growth 
in writing, the changes in focus, style, and conventions begin to provide insight to those 
connections. 
Summary 
Both the quantitative and qualitative data sources provided insight to the research 
questions proposed for this study. The strongest evidence of a connection between 
implementing writer’s notebook and teaching and learning came from the interviews the 
researcher conducted with the full and the limited implementers. Although none of these 
participants reported a complete change in the culture of how writing was instructed, all 
referenced ways in which the practice was influencing their teaching as well as general 
attitudes students demonstrated toward writing. Despite inconsistent evidence of a change 
in practices related to feedback, it is possible that formative feedback may become more 
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substantive and regular with ongoing practice in implementing writer’s notebook. Finally, 
the ultimate goal of any instructional practice is to improve student learning. As revealed 
through district-directed on-demand writing assessments, evidence exists of a potential 
relationship between implementing writer’s notebook at either a full or partial level, and 
differences in student writing scores, most in a positive way. In general, ongoing use of 
writer’s notebook, along with a variety of data sources will best inform the impact of the 
practice.  
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 
Introduction 
 
This focus of this study was to examine ways in which teachers identify the 
impact of their daily use of writer’s notebook and providing formative feedback, and to 
review assessment results of students exposed to this practice. The implementation of 
writer’s notebook as an instructional strategy may look different according to the content 
in which teachers instruct and the student groups they teach. According to Buckner 
(2005), “Even though the notebook will ultimately be in the hands of the writer, the 
teacher needs to make it work with the curriculum, classroom space, and time” (p. 11). 
Buckner’s observation suggests that the use of the notebook on a daily basis does not 
necessitate that teachers implement its use in the same way or for the same function every 
day. Instead, the point is that writing becomes a more natural process in which students 
engage on a daily basis. The rationale supporting why engaging students on a daily basis 
is important becomes evident in consideration of accountability measures placed upon 
schools in recent years.  
In 2001, when the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was 
reauthorized through the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation, schools began to 
experience an unfamiliar system of accountability, defined through Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP). The new legislation required schools to administer state assessments in 
reading and math, on which students would be expected to demonstrate 100 percent 
proficiency by 2014. With AYP focused mainly on reading and math, the importance of 
teaching writing shifted to the background (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2007).  
Such a shift was reflected in the 2011 National Assessment for Educational Progress 
(NAEP), which showed that  only one-fourth of students in grades 8 and 12 were 
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proficient or advanced on the writing assessment (The National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2012). Still, as writing was not included in the AYP requirements, schools 
continued to concentrate on reading and math. In 2012, however, the U.S. Department of 
Education offered states an opportunity to apply for waivers from NCLB requirements 
such as the 100 percent proficiency goal, provided they met other accountability 
requirements.  
Pennsylvania was among the states that applied for waivers, and in doing so, 
developed new state assessments based on the more rigorous PA-Core Standards. These 
tests would require students to read more complex text, develop text-based analyses of 
their reading, and to write in different modes. Such requirements resulted in schools 
reconsidering practices in literacy instruction to ensure writing was more prominent. 
Additionally, schools would need to ensure teachers had the necessary background to 
deliver effective writing instruction. One study from Cutler and Graham (2008) 
highlighted process writing and skills instruction as two practices the teachers in their 
study used most often. While such instruction is important to teaching writing, the use of 
writer’s notebook can be a way of enhancing that instruction by providing a means for 
students to regularly practice the skills they will need to display through their writing.  
In order to examine whether writer’s notebook can be an effective method to 
instruct writing and result in higher student achievement, the researcher collected data in 
an intermediate school from four teachers who implemented writer’s notebook at three 
different levels. Two of the teachers instructed seventh grade English and were full 
implementers of writer’s notebook; one of the teachers, who also instructed seventh grade 
English, partially implemented writer’s notebook; and one other teacher who supports 
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English teachers and reading teachers in their classrooms, was limited in her 
implementation. Data collected from these participants was reviewed to identify whether 
teachers perceived a difference in their instruction as a result of using writer’s notebook, 
whether teachers changed the type of feedback they gave students on their writing over 
time, and whether writing assessments from two different times in the school year 
demonstrated increased student achievement across writing domains. 
Conclusions 
 Data was collected through interviews, teacher feedback samples, observations, 
pre and post surveys, and student assessments, leading the researcher to several 
conclusions about the impact of instructing writing using writer’s notebook and providing 
formative feedback to students about their writing. The conclusions reached through 
analyzing these data sources follow according to each research question. 
Research Question 1: How do teachers perceive writer’s notebook as impacting the 
culture of how writing is instructed? 
Perhaps most importantly, the interviews with the full and limited implementers 
of writer’s notebook revealed that the participants perceived the instructional strategy as 
impacting the culture of how writing is instructed. They recognized writer’s notebook as 
a “safe place” for students to write and, as such, noted that it allowed students to gain 
confidence in their writing. The interviews also revealed, and observations confirmed, 
that students reviewed their own writing more critically as teachers directed them to 
determine which pieces of writing would most appropriately suit particular assignments. 
Additionally, the full implementers instructed differently with writer’s notebook by 
making it an integral part of their curriculum, whereas in prior years, it was a single, 
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separate unit. While the limited implementer did not have the opportunity to control when 
writer’s notebook would be used, she used the time she had to implement it in order to 
connect it with reading and to lead other teachers in how to provide formative feedback. 
Final interviews with the full and partial implementers revealed that they all anticipated 
continuing to focus on the use of writer’s notebook, not only in their classrooms, but also 
in conjunction with teachers from other content areas. 
Research Question 2: Do practices related to providing feedback change over the 
course of implementing writer’s notebook? 
 The use of teacher feedback samples, observations, and the pre and post surveys 
allowed the researcher to examine the extent to which all participants grew in the type of 
feedback they provided students. Here, she found that one of the full implementers, as 
well as the limited implementer, provided feedback that was substantive in nature. That 
is, their feedback asked students questions about their writing and made 
recommendations based on content rather than focusing on grammatical errors and 
mechanics. The second full implementer, however, offered comments that focused on 
grammar and mechanics to a greater extent than those focused on substantive questions 
and content. Based on these results, the researcher could not definitively conclude 
whether the writer’s notebook implementation influenced the way the teachers provided 
feedback, or if the way feedback was provided was based more on the individual 
teacher’s philosophy. 
During her interviews, Ann described the way in which students “revisited their 
own writing [as mentor text]; so if there were certain grammar rules [they] were learning 
that week, they were more connected with those rules rather than learning them in 
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isolation.” Ann’s use was aligned with recommendations from experts such as Anderson 
(2006), who recognizes writer’s notebook as a place to practice grammar along with other 
skills. The other full implementer, Jill, did not discuss using the notebook in this way. 
Additionally, information gathered from Jill’s feedback to students showed it was 
typically given on summative assessments, often focused on mechanics and grammar. 
This particular insight from the two full implementers suggests that there may be 
connections between a particular use of writer’s notebook as well as providing specific 
formative feedback.  
In general, two other forms of collected data, observations and the pre and post 
surveys were not as consistently helpful in providing insight to the question on formative 
feedback as were the interviews in giving insight to teacher perceptions, and the student 
assessments, which provided information on student growth in writing. Given the 
timeframe of the study, the researcher did not visit classrooms as frequently as she had 
originally anticipated. During the visits, the teachers were not always using writer’s 
notebook; although at times, observations did provide insight to the type of feedback 
teachers provided, as well as to references teachers made about how students were using 
writer’s notebook.  Among the most notable observations was one in which the 
researcher visited a classroom with students receiving special education support, where 
Beth, the limited implementer, led the lesson. One key action observed was when Beth 
modeled for the students how to review and revise writing by using her own text as an 
example. Beth’s modeling was consistent with information she provided during 
interviews as she spoke to the importance of providing instruction in this way. 
Additionally, the researcher noted the way in which she further modeled giving feedback 
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to students and then led the other teacher and instructional aides in the classroom in 
providing formative feedback. The researcher observed students readily responding to the 
substantive feedback teachers gave them, as they read their revised text to one another. 
The feedback focus was not on correcting grammar or punctuation, but instead, 
demonstrated teachers’ interest in what students were writing, and encouraged them to 
develop their ideas.  
The other data point that did not yield results as initially anticipated was the pre 
and post surveys. Originally, the researcher expected to gather additional information 
regarding changes in teaching practices based on responses to each survey. Upon 
analyzing the data from the surveys, the researcher found that the statistically significant 
correlations between the pre and post surveys were minimal and related only to two 
factors:  Using writing models, with time for analysis and student self-reflection; and 
teaching effective writing strategies with an emphasis on audience, revision, and 
feedback. Ultimately, these results by themselves did not provide critical insight to the 
research questions, but they did serve to reinforce selected data collected during 
observations.  Specifically, during the observations, the researcher saw both of the full 
implementers using modeling in some way. Teaching how to write using indirect 
characterization, Jill used a mentor text to model for students how using personality clues 
could assist them in their writing. Beth also used modeling to demonstrate how to revise 
text in order to build on ideas and “explode a moment”.  During one particular 
observation of Ann, the researcher recorded the steps she took in taking her students 
through a series of writing segments in which they chose a piece of text from their 
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writer’s notebook and rewrote it based on different genres. Ann reminded students they 
would have to consider their audience each time they wrote.  
Observations also demonstrated that both Ann and Beth stressed to students the 
importance of returning to their written work and revising as appropriate. Although the 
full implementers might not have needed to use writer’s notebook to provide their 
instruction, the notebooks allowed the students to use their own authentic text to 
complete the assignments. Greenstein (2012) recognizes the value of purposeful and 
authentic instruction to encourage “visible” thinking, while Anderson (2014) supports 
practices identifying them not only as an authentic extension to established resources, but 
also as providing opportunities for students to use those resources in meaningful ways. 
While writer’s notebook was not implemented the same way across all classrooms in this 
study, a common thread was that students made decisions about and used their own 
authentic work in order to grow in their confidence and ability as writers.   
The researcher did not have an opportunity to discuss the samples or observations 
of feedback with the participants; however, reasons for the differences may result in part 
from their teaching obligations. As a support teacher, Beth has more flexibility in her 
lesson development. Although the teachers she supports follow a particular curriculum, 
she may possess a greater ability than Ann and Jill to spend more time on substantive 
feedback because she is more limited in the number of students she supports. Still, both 
Ann and Jill indicated through their interviews that giving formative feedback is 
something on which they have been focused, and they will continue to work on this 
aspect of their work. 
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Research Question 3: Do district writing assessment results in January 2015 
demonstrate a statistically significant change from students’ scores in September 
2014? 
 Upon analyzing and comparing student assessment results, the researcher found 
overall increases in student scores in most domains; however, the domains of focus, style, 
and conventions were those in which significant changes were demonstrated statistically.  
In focus, results from students in the two full implementers’ classes showed positive 
changes, while results from students in the partial implementer’s classes declined. Only 
one teacher who fully implemented writer’s notebook had student results that 
demonstrated gains in style. Students from classes with the second teacher who fully 
implemented and the one who partially implemented actually showed declines in this 
domain. The last domain with statistically significant differences was conventions. Here, 
students in one of the classes with full implementation and students in classes with partial 
implementation showed increases in scores overall, while students from the other full 
implementer’s classes showed a decrease in scores. It is possible that a review of the 
initial assessments led teachers to focus on areas in which their students were scoring 
lower. As a result, these areas may have increased on the second assessments, while other 
domains may have declined. While the variations in the results do not lead to a solid 
conclusion as to whether the extent to which writer’s notebook is implemented directly 
impacts student results, there are several notable points to make regarding the changes in 
student assessments, which may connect with other data in the study. A discussion of 
these points follows. 
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 With regard to focus, as noted above, students in both of the full implementers’ 
classes improved, while those in the partial implementer’s classes declined. The first 
observation the researcher made about these changes is that both of the full 
implementers’ students began with a lower mean score than did those in the partial 
implementer’s classes. The full implementers may have seen focus as an area of need and 
provided more direct instruction on it, while the partial implementer’s efforts likely 
shifted to other areas of her students’ writing. During interviews, full implementers did 
not specifically mention working on the focus domain, but they did describe ways in 
which they used writer’s notebook to give more focused prompts rather than allowing 
students to free write in them regularly.  One of them in particular, Ann, also spoke 
frequently about the use of mentor text, which can be useful in helping students focus 
their writing. Holland (2013) recognizes the importance of mentor text, saying: 
Reading what others have written and attending to how they have written expands 
the possibilities we can envision for our own writing. The texts from which we 
learn [are varied]. These texts become mentor texts for us, as we allow the authors 
to show us how to write. (Web log post) 
If students from the full implementers’ classrooms had the advantage of regular exposure 
to mentor text, their writing focus would likely have become more substantial, resulting 
in increased scores. Full implementation of writer’s notebook to address focus in 
students’ writing may have actually assisted the full implementers in recognizing the 
difference in student scores over time. 
 The results in style were mixed as one of the full implementers, Jill, saw increases 
in her students’ scores, while the other full implementer, Ann, realized a slight decrease 
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in her students’ scores. Likewise, students in Rita’s classes, where writer’s notebook was 
partially implemented, also experienced a slight decline in scores. Notable observations 
regarding these increases and decreases is that, similar to the focus domain, the teacher 
whose students’ scores were initially the lowest experienced the greatest increase, while 
the decreases in the other teachers’ classes were only .05 for Rita’s classes, and .01 for 
Ann’s. Still, in the second assessment, the .18 increase across Jill’s classes did not reach 
the threshold of scores from Rita and Ann’s classes, despite their decreases. Once again, 
these results indicate that while it is possible Jill focused her efforts on style through the 
use of writer’s notebook, it is also possible that she focused on this area after recognizing 
students were not initially performing at expected levels.  
 The last domain in which there was a significant change in mean scores over the 
two assessments was conventions. In fact, while the final mean scores in the conventions 
domain were mixed among the implementers’ classes, the results were especially 
noteworthy as all three teachers’ classes ultimately arrived at nearly the same place on the 
second assessment, just above and just below 3.1 as an overall mean score. For this 
domain, the two full implementers began at different places: Jill’s classes initially 
showing an overall mean score of 3.25, while Ann’s classes began at 2.92 overall. Rita’s 
classes fell in between with a 3.1 average. Results from the second assessment showed 
that Ann’s classes had the greatest overall increase, improving by .17, while Rita’s 
students increased by .03 and Jill’s students’ scores decreased by .13. As demonstrated, 
Ann’s feedback to her students was regularly formative and substantive in nature. Jill’s 
feedback, however, was typically summative and corrective. Additionally, during an 
interview, Ann referenced the importance of using writer’s notebook for helping students 
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to learn more about writing Again, Ann’s initial results were the lowest, indicating that 
her students had the greatest room to improve. Reviewing these results together with data 
from student feedback and interviews, however, shows that a connection may exist 
between the way in which writer’s notebook was implemented, teacher feedback, and 
results on students’ writing assessments.   
Recommendations 
The researcher sustained several limitations throughout the study, three of which 
are especially noteworthy. The first and most evident limitation is that the study included 
only four participants from a particular school, thereby limiting the ability to generalize 
about the findings. Besides the issue of generalizability, the limited number of 
participants affected the data available to the researcher. Specifically, identifying strong 
trends from interviews, classroom observations, and from the feedback teachers provided 
students was challenging, possibly prohibiting the data from translating into the rich 
results they might have been with more participants. Secondly, with the exception of data 
from the district writing assessments, which were administered in September 2014 and 
January 2015, the data collection period occurred between mid-February 2015 and the 
beginning of June 2015. During this time, several snow dates and weeks of state testing 
limited the amount of qualitative data the researcher was able to collect. Collecting data 
within this time period also restricted the researcher’s opportunity to provide professional 
development that might have further supported teachers’ efforts throughout their 
implementation. Additionally, this abbreviated timeline hindered the researcher’s original 
plans regarding guidelines for feedback samples, as she had to be flexible in allowing 
teachers to submit their feedback according to their practice. Lastly, while the researcher 
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had assessment results from more than 300 students, nearly 80 percent were “academic” 
students, leaving a minimal number of students within other subgroups. As a result, the 
researcher was not able to conduct a meaningful analysis of individual subgroups.  
 Despite the limitations to the study, there are several recommendations for ways 
in which it could serve as a basis for other studies focused on effective strategies for 
writing instruction. This study approached an examination of writer’s notebook and 
formative feedback with a focus on teachers at different levels of implementing writer’s 
notebook with middle level students. A more extensive study could examine a 
comparison between two or three grade levels of teachers with similar years of teaching 
experience. Such a study could better inform the effects of writer’s notebook and 
formative feedback on developing strong writers across grade levels and could determine 
whether differences exist across those grade levels. Within such a study, the researcher 
might also consider subgroups of students, such as IEP and gifted students, students for 
whom English is a second language, and general academic students to examine whether 
the instructional practice is more effective with certain student groups. 
 A second recommendation is that additional studies on the implementation of 
writer’s notebook and formative feedback should include a greater focus on providing 
appropriate professional development throughout the study, as well as tracking whether 
the researcher can identify ways in which the participants’ use of the instructional 
strategies improves during the process. In addition to differentiating the professional 
development according to areas participants might specifically reference, the professional 
development provided should focus on aspects such as modeling, using mentor text, and 
the specific type of feedback teachers should give students. As student results 
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demonstrated in this study, there appears to be a connection between providing 
substantive rather than corrective feedback, and providing that feedback in a formative 
way. Teachers could benefit from extensive professional development in this area. Also, 
in consideration of all the participants referencing the difficulty with managing time, the 
professional development should address ways in which teachers can regularly 
implement lessons using writer’s notebook and providing formative feedback without 
disrupting the flow of their curriculum. Such a study conducted over the course of a full 
year, including the summer prior to the school year, has the potential to provide not only 
more data, but also greater insight to a cultural shift in terms of instruction, and to 
students’ end-of-year growth in writing. 
 The final recommendation is to reach beyond the focus on teacher instruction and 
guidance through using writer’s notebook and providing formative feedback to include 
students’ perspectives in future studies. During the study reported here, the full and the 
limited implementers referenced students’ overall positive responses to using writer’s 
notebook. A study could be conducted that focuses explicitly on students and how they 
view the tool as improving their confidence in writing, helping them grow in writing and 
their efficacy in general. Such focus could also be part of a larger investigation connected 
specifically with the way in which their teacher implements writer’s notebook. 
Summary 
 An examination of instructional practices in writing is not new. More than 40 
years ago, a leader in the field of writing, Peter Elbow (1973), first published Writing 
without Teachers¸ which addressed topics such as the need for students to “freewrite” in 
order to get their ideas on paper, and that those ideas should not be inhibited by asking 
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students to think about the grammatical aspects of their writing during the process. In 
more recent years, reports such as Graham and Perin’s (2007) Writing Next¸ have 
contributed additional recommendations for specific practices meant to improve students’ 
writing skills. Still, as the result of administrative direction, or because of teachers’ 
comfort levels with instructing writing, schools are not consistently providing the type of 
instruction that leads to proficiency in student writing.  
Research around teachers’ implementation of writer’s notebook at different levels, 
and providing formative feedback as instructional strategies for teaching writing gave 
further insight to practices that could be incorporated into regular instruction. Although 
the study did not lead to definitive conclusions about the impact of these practices, given 
what is known about the importance of developing students to be sound writers, the 
research sparked critical conversations among teachers. In particular, they reflected on 
and recognized strengths and weaknesses in their approaches to instructing writing and 
continued to seek more effective instructional methods, sometimes taking them beyond 
their comfort levels, which on its own is a valuable outcome. Writer’s notebook and 
providing feedback are not meant to be a panacea for all the problems encountered with 
student writing. These practices do, however, allow for students to become well-versed in 
a critical 21st-Century skill through regular practice and reflective thinking in order to 
become better equipped to communicate effectively through the medium for a multitude 
of audiences and situations. 
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Appendix A: Interview Protocol (Initial) 
 
 
 
These are the interview questions asked of each participant at the beginning of the 
study. The researcher especially wanted to gather information related to their experiences 
with implementing writer’s notebook and how they anticipated its use would impact them 
and their students. The protocol was established according to the sample provided by 
Creswell (2013, p. 165): 
A Review of the Impact from Providing Formative Feedback through the Implementation 
of Writer’s Notebook: Experiences of Middle Level Teachers 
Time of interview:  
Date:  
Place:  
Interviewer:  
Interviewee: [Pseudonyms] 
Position of interviewee:  
 
Project description: The project is designed to train teachers who instruct in the area of 
literacy in implementing writer’s notebook and providing formative feedback in order to 
examine the impact such implementation has on the way teachers view their instructional 
practices for writing and the results they see in their students. 
Interview questions: 
1. As you know, the central focus of this study is the implementation of writer’s 
notebook. Please describe your previous experience, if any with writer’s 
notebook.  
2. What is your interest in expanding your work with writer’s notebook? 
3. What are you anticipating will be the greatest benefits to using writer’s notebook 
for yourself and for your students?  
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4. What challenges might there be in implementing writer’s notebook? 
5. How might you overcome the challenges or what supports might be needed? 
6. Are there any ways in which the challenges or the benefits might be especially 
unique to working with middle level students? Please explain. 
7. Earlier this summer, you might have participated in a training opportunity for 
writer’s notebook. If you were a part of that training, please describe any new 
ideas you decided to incorporate into your instruction. 
8. What did you internalize from the training for implementing writer’s notebook? 
9. As you know, a critical component of implementing writer’s notebook is allowing 
it to be a “safe place” for students and for you as the teacher, to provide 
“formative feedback”.  
a. To what extent, if any, will providing such feedback differ from the way 
you have typically approached providing feedback?  
 
b. How do you think providing formative feedback might impact your 
teaching? 
 
c. How do you think providing formative feedback might impact students’ 
learning and development of writing skills? 
 
10. As you think about examining your students’ notebooks over the next several 
months, what are you hoping to discover? 
11. Please share any final thoughts you have on writer’s notebook implementation. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to meet with me to answer these questions and contribute 
to my study.  
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Appendix B: Interview- Identifying Support Needs 
 
 
 
These interview questions were developed to identify participants’ needs for 
support after having participated in the study for several weeks. Here, questions reflect 
the specific purpose of informing the researcher of any additional professional 
development teachers might have needed in order to continue with the practice of using 
writer’s notebook and providing formative feedback. Given this specific purpose, these 
questions are different than the initial and the concluding interview question. The 
teachers’ responses informed the researcher for constructing any necessary session(s) for 
teachers depending upon needs. The protocol was established according to the sample 
provided by Creswell (2013, p. 165): 
A Review of the Impact from Providing Formative Feedback through the Implementation 
of Writer’s Notebook: Experiences of Middle Level Teachers 
Time of interview:  
Date:  
Place:  
Interviewer:  
Interviewee: [Pseudonyms] 
Position of interviewee:  
 
Project description: The project is designed to train teachers who instruct in the area of 
literacy in implementing writer’s notebook and providing formative feedback in order to 
examine the impact such implementation has on the way teachers view their instructional 
practices for writing and the results they see in their students. 
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1. Please describe the ease with which you have been implementing writer's notebook at 
this time. On a scale of 1-4, with 4 being "very easy" and 1 being "not at all easy", 
where would you rate yourself? 
     a. [For a response of 3 or a 4], please identify one or two strategies that have 
contributed to that ease.         
     b. [For a response of 1 or a 2], please identify one or two of the main reasons 
you believe contribute to this challenge 
2. Once again, using the 1-4 rating scale, please describe the ease with which you have 
been providing students with formative feedback on their writing at this time.  
     a. [For a response of 3 or a 4], please identify one or two strategies that have 
contributed to that ease.         
     b. [For a response of 1or a 2], please identify one or two of the main reasons 
you believe contribute to this challenge 
  
3. At this time, if you could have additional professional development in any area(s) 
related to implementing writer's notebook, what would you choose?  
4. At this time, if you could have additional professional development in any area(s) 
related to providing formative feedback, what would you choose?  
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Appendix C: Interview Protocol (Final) 
 
 
These interview questions were designed to ask each participant at the end of the 
study. The questions related to the practices the participants engaged in throughout their 
implementation of writer’s notebook, and provided an avenue to share the successes they 
met and challenges they encountered. The questions were intentionally developed to be 
different than the initial questions, but they are related to them. Ultimately, this interview 
provided insight to whether the teachers recognized an impact on their instruction and on 
student learning. The protocol was established according to the sample provided by 
Creswell (2013, p. 165): 
A Review of the Impact from Providing Formative Feedback through the Implementation 
of Writer’s Notebook: Experiences of Middle Level Teachers 
Time of interview:  
Date:  
Place:  
Interviewer:  
Interviewee: [Pseudonyms] 
Position of interviewee:  
 
Project description: The project is designed to train teachers who instruct in the area of 
literacy in implementing writer’s notebook and providing formative feedback in order to 
examine the impact such implementation has on the way teachers view their instructional 
practices for writing and the results they see in their students. 
Interview questions: 
1. Throughout this year, you have implemented writer’s notebook in your classroom.  
a. During this time, what was the greatest difference, if any, you noticed in 
your teaching? 
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b. During this time, what was the greatest challenge you encountered? How 
did you deal with it?  
 
c. What differences, if any, did you notice in your students’ learning and 
development of writing skills during this time? 
 
2. Recalling information you learned during the writer’s notebook training and/or 
from resources you have consulted, tell me about one or two of the strategies you 
found to be most effective in implementing writer’s notebook. 
3. Tell me about some of the formative feedback you provided students during these 
past months. 
a. Did providing that feedback affect you in adjusting your lessons? If so, 
how? 
 
b. In what ways, if any, did your students apply your feedback to their work? 
 
4. When you examined your students’ writer’s notebooks, what did you observe that 
was most surprising, either from certain students, or from the notebooks as a 
whole? 
5. What advice would you give to other teachers for implementing writer’s 
notebook? Assuming that you would give advice to teachers of all subjects, would 
it be different for those who teach reading and writing than it would be for 
teachers of other subject areas? Please explain. 
 
Thank you once again for taking the time to meet with me to answer these questions, and 
thank you for dedicating time to this study.  
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Appendix D: Protocol for Classroom Observations 
 
 
During the classroom observations, the researcher focused on how the teacher 
facilitated the students’ use of the writer’s notebook, and any evident connections 
between reading and writing. Additionally, the researcher noted any verbal feedback the 
teacher provided during this time, as students asked questions and/or write. The 
researcher tracked information from the observation in a verbatim format as follows: 
1. Evidence of facilitating use of writer’s notebook 
• Example 1 
• Example 2  
• Example 3 
2. Connections between reading and writing 
• Example 1 
• Example 2 
• Example 3 
3. Teacher feedback 
• Example 1 
• Example 2 
• Example 3 
The observations took place for approximately 20 minutes per visit. The researcher 
conducted observations no more frequently than every other week. She gathered 
examples from each participant and then identified trends out of those examples. In the 
end, she triangulated observation data and the other data collected. 
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Appendix E: Protocol for Reviewing Teacher Feedback 
 
 
An important part of using writer’s notebook is for teachers to provide formative 
feedback to students. That is, they should not be writing on the student’s work in a 
corrective manner. Instead, teachers should ask students questions and provide insight to 
what they see in the students’ writing in order to help the students expand their writing 
content and skills. 
For this part of the data collection, each teacher was asked to submit feedback copied 
from five students’ writer’s notebooks each month. It was not necessary for the feedback 
to come from the same five students’ notebooks, and the teachers themselves chose 
which feedback they wished to submit. The researcher shared that she would look for the 
following: 
• Feedback provided on sticky notes so as not to interfere with the students’ writing 
space 
• Feedback asking questions to cause the students to think more deeply about their 
writing 
• Feedback focused on helping students grow in their skills rather than being 
corrective or punitive 
• Feedback reflecting that the teacher notices the positive ways in which students 
are ready to expand their writing skills 
For this part of the data collection, the researcher charted these four areas using an 
EXCEL spreadsheet, and tracked examples of each from the submitted samples. 
 
 
 
 
 
148 
 
Appendix F: Teacher Survey 
From the Southwest Plains Regional Service Center (SWPRC) 
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Appendix G: Participant Consent Form 
 
 
Dear Participant, 
The following information is provided for you to decide whether you wish to participate 
in the present study. Please be aware that participation is completely voluntary. If you 
should decide not to participate, or to withdraw from the study at any time, you may do 
so without consequence. 
The purpose of this qualitative study is to examine the impact of writer’s notebook and 
formative feedback as an instructional tool in middle level classrooms. The research will 
reflect a case study design, and as such, will require the collection of several data points 
at various times throughout the study. 
In order to give participants an opportunity to settle into the start of the school year, data 
collection will begin in February 2015 and continue through the June 2015. Specific data 
methods include: semi-structured interviews at the beginning and at the end of the study; 
an interview to identify needed support after several weeks of implementation; bi-weekly 
classroom observations of the implementation process; a monthly collection of sample 
teacher feedback; and a survey administered at the beginning and end of the study. The 
researcher and building administrators will work together to identify time for the 
participants to contribute to the data as needed. 
There are no known risks for participants, and the researcher will have no direct 
interaction with students. Throughout the study, pseudonyms will be used to protect the 
participants’ identities. Additionally, there will no reference to the school or district’s 
names or specific location. Only general information regarding descriptions related to 
district demographics, the overall student population, and the participants’ teaching 
responsibilities will be delineated. The researcher will share the study’s results with 
participants. Ultimately, participating in the study will help to inform additional literacy 
work in the district, and the results may contribute to the literature on implementing best 
practices in writing instruction. 
Please sign this consent form with full knowledge of the nature and purpose of the 
procedures. A copy of this consent form will be given to you to keep. 
 
________________________________________________ 
Signature of Participant 
 
Mary M. Katona 
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Appendix H: Letter to Superintendent for Site Access 
 
 
Dear Superintendent, 
As we have discussed, I will be conducting a study with up to 10 teachers from grades 7 
and 8 in our district’s intermediate school as I work toward completing my dissertation 
for my doctorate from Drexel University. The study is qualitative in nature, and I plan to 
collect data from February 2015 through June 2015. 
Please see the attached consent form, which all participants will receive for additional 
details regarding this study, and let me know if you have any questions. 
Thank you for your ongoing support as I work through this process. 
Sincerely, 
Mary Katona 
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Appendix I: Writing Prompt, September 2014  
 
 
GRADE 7 PROMPT #1 
INFORMATIVE WRITING PROMPT 
You will have 2 class periods to plan, write, and proofread your response to this writing prompt: 
Write your response on the next two pages. 
Plan 
Before you write: 
• Read the prompt carefully so you understand exactly what you are being asked to do. 
• Consider the topic, task, and audience. 
• Think about what you want to write. 
• Use scratch paper to organize your thoughts. Use strategies like mapping or outlining. 
 
Write 
As you write: 
• Maintain a clear and consistent focus. 
• Include specific details; use examples and reasons to support your ideas. 
• Use a variety of well-constructed, complete sentences. 
• Use a logical organization with an obvious introduction, body, and conclusion. 
 
Revise/Edit 
After you write: 
□ Did you support your ideas with specific details? 
□ Do the point of view and tone of the essay remain consistent? 
□ Check for capitalization, spelling, sentence structure, punctuation, and usage errors. 
  
Imagine that you could take the perfect summer vacation. Explain what you would 
do and why. 
 
Go on to the next page to begin writing your response. 
GO ON 
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Appendix J: Writing Prompt, January 2015  
 
 
GRADE 7 PROMPT #2 
ARGUMENTATIVE WRITING PROMPT 
You will have 2 class periods to plan, write, and proofread your response to this writing prompt: 
Write your response on the next two pages. 
Plan 
Before you write: 
• Read the prompt carefully so you understand exactly what you are being asked to do. 
• Consider the topic, task, and audience. 
• Think about what you want to write. 
• Use scratch paper to organize your thoughts. Use strategies like mapping or outlining. 
 
Write 
As you write: 
• Maintain a clear and consistent focus. 
• Include specific details; use examples and reasons to support your ideas. 
• Use a variety of well-constructed, complete sentences. 
• Use a logical organization with an obvious introduction, body, and conclusion. 
 
Revise/Edit 
After you write: 
□ Did you support your ideas with specific details? 
□ Do the point of view and tone of the essay remain consistent? 
□ Check for capitalization, spelling, sentence structure, punctuation, and usage errors. 
 
 
 
Your school district is considering requiring students to wear school uniforms. Write to 
convince your school board why uniforms should or should not be required. 
 
Go on to the next page to begin writing your response. 
GO ON 
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Appendix K: Writing Assessment Domain Scoring Guide 
 
 
 
 
 Focus 
The single 
controlling point 
made with an 
awareness of task 
about a specific 
topic 
Content 
The presence of 
ideas developed 
through facts, 
examples, 
anecdotes, details, 
opinions, statistics, 
reasons, and/or 
explanations 
Organization 
The order 
developed and 
sustained within 
and across  
paragraphs using 
transitional devices 
and including 
introduction and 
conclusion 
Style 
The choice, use and 
arrangement of 
words and sentence 
structures that create 
tone and voice 
 
Conventions 
Grammar, 
mechanics, 
spelling, usage and 
sentence formation 
4 Sharp, distinct 
controlling point 
made about a 
single topic with 
evident awareness 
of task. 
Substantial, specific, 
and/or illustrative 
content 
demonstrating 
strong development 
and sophisticated 
ideas. 
Meaningful 
arrangement of 
content with 
evident and/or 
subtle transitions. 
Precise, illustrative 
use of a variety of 
words and sentence 
structures to create 
consistent writer's 
voice and tone 
appropriate to 
audience. 
Evident control of 
grammar, 
mechanics, 
spelling, usage and 
sentence 
formation. 
3 Apparent point 
made about a 
single topic with 
sufficient 
awareness of task. 
Sufficiently 
developed content 
with adequate 
elaboration or 
explanation. 
 
Functional 
arrangement of 
content that 
sustains a logical 
order with some 
evidence of 
transitions. 
Generic use of a 
variety of words and 
sentence structures 
that may or may not 
create writer's voice 
and tone appropriate 
to audience. 
Sufficient control 
of grammar, 
mechanics, 
spelling, usage and 
sentence 
formation. 
2 No apparent point 
but evidence of a 
specific topic. 
Limited content 
with inadequate 
elaboration or 
explanation. 
Confused or 
inconsistent 
arrangement of 
content with or 
without attempts at 
transition. 
Limited word choice 
and control of 
sentence structures 
that inhibit voice 
and tone. 
Limited control of 
grammar, 
mechanics, 
spelling, usage, 
and sentence 
formation. 
1 Minimal evidence 
of a topic. 
Superficial and/or 
minimal content. 
Minimal control of 
content 
arrangement. 
Minimal variety in 
word choice and 
minimal control of 
sentence structures. 
Minimal control of 
grammar, 
mechanics, 
spelling, usage and 
sentence 
formation. 
NON-SCORABLE 
• Is illegible, i.e., includes so many indecipherable words that no sense can be made of the response. 
• Is incoherent, i.e., words are legible but syntax is so garbled that response makes no sense. 
• Is insufficient, i.e., does not include enough to assess domains adequately. 
• Is a blank paper. 
OFF-PROMPT:  Is readable but did not respond to prompt. 
